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ABSTRACT 
This study conducted a mail survey of 210 museum directors whose institutions 
had undergone accreditation through a program sponsored by the American Association 
of Museums. The study sought to ascertain directors' perceptions ofthe overall benefit 
and cost of the program, as well as their perceptions of the degree to which their 
museums both expected to receive and actually received 16 individually specified 
benefits. It further sought to determine the extent to which museum size and 
accreditation history may have impacted their perceptions. 
The study found that while the time burden associated with the accreditation 
process was considered fairly high, most museums felt that the program was very 
beneficial. In many cases, significant associations were found between perceptions of 
accreditation benefits and museum size. The smaller and medium-sized museums 
(defined as those with budgets under $1 million and $1 to $3 million, respectively) were 
found to have perceived the greatest benefit from the program. There was no association 
between the number of times accredited and program benefits, although there was a 
positive association between number of times accredited and perception of program costs. 
Significant positive associations were revealed between the number of years since a 
museum was last accredited and the degree to which it perceived benefits in the area of 
enhanced credibility. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Economic and political developments during the 1980s and 1990s have led to 
challenges for many nonprofit sector organizations. They have been forced to deal with 
issues such as lack of funding, increased competition, and calls for accountability. The 
nonprofit museum world certainly has not been immune to such challenges. In recent 
years, many museums have struggled to achieve some sort of financial stability and foster 
a sense of organizational identity in the face of growing competition for both funding 
dollars and audience participation. These challenges were further exacerbated as a result 
of the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks in New York and Washington, D.C., as well 
as the subsequent economic downturn. In a recent article, Bunch (2002) wrote, "There is, 
however, no doubt that the environment has changed and that the events of Sept. 11 will 
continue to have a major impact on the community of museums in ways both positive and 
negative" (para. 3). 
In response to these obstacles and outside pressures, it may be argued that 
nonprofit organizations, museums included, chose to adopt various management 
strategies and make attempts at organizational improvement. Gammage-Tucker (1996) 
stated, 
The increased competition for financial and community support engendered ... the 
need for many institutions to rethink, reorganize, and reposition themselves in the 
nonprofit marketplace. In order to reduce organizational instability ... museums 
and cultural institutions sought and implemented new strategies to secure their 
position within their communities. (p. 5) 
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The nature and degree of these tactics for organizational improvement and increased 
effectiveness and accountability vary widely and may include attempts at both internal 
organizational assessment as well as "externally focused legitimation strategies" (p. 8). 
Within the museum community, much of the discussion and authority 
surrounding organizational effectiveness emanates from its national professional 
association, the American Association of Museums (AAM). AAM has been in existence 
since 1906, its membership consisting mostly of museum professionals as well as 
museums themselves. Its mission is stated as follows: 
The American Association of Museums is dedicated to promoting excellence 
within the museum community. Through advocacy, professional education, 
accreditation, and guidance on how to achieve current professional standards of 
performance, AAM helps museum staffs, boards, and volunteers across the 
country serve the public. (AAM, 1997, p. 5) 
The above reference to accreditation provides the main focal point for this 
research endeavor, as the concept may be described as a particular method for gauging 
organizational effectiveness. AAM's Museum Accreditation Program has been in 
operation since 1971; to date approximately 750 museums have achieved accredited 
status (AAM, 1997, 2002). Accreditation is touted by the Association as a formal method 
whereby museums can achieve recognition for adhering to an acknowledged set of the 
field's best practices. 
Accreditation sets forth many of the standards that define good museum practice 
in critical areas ranging from collections management to public service. It is a 
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compelling stimulus for improvement and the profession's primary means of 
assuring quality and accountability. (AAM, 1997, p. 8) 
The initial accreditation process for museums is rigorous and comprehensive, 
often lasting more than a year. The museum must first apply to the Accreditation 
Commission and be deemed eligible to participate in the program. Then, utilizing a 
template provided by AAM, the museum seeking accreditation must produce a detailed 
self-study document. After the self-study is submitted, a visiting team of two high-level 
museum professionals arrives at the museum for an on-site review lasting two days. 
Finally, the AAM Accreditation Commission makes a recommendation regarding 
accreditation. The initial accreditation period lasts 10 years, at the end of which time the 
process is repeated (AAM, 1997). 
The self-study format is designed to reflect the Accreditation Commission's list of 
"Characteristics of an Accreditable Museum." These characteristics fall within the areas 
of a museum's mission, governance, collections stewardship, interpretation and 
presentation, and administration and finance. While the Accreditation Commission does 
not espouse one rigid set of standards under which all museums must fall, it does base 
accreditation on two core questions: "How well does the museum achieve its stated 
mission and goals?" and "How well does the museum's performance meet standards and 
practices as they are generally understood in the museum field?" (AAM, 1997, p. 16). 
Consequently, a museum seeking accreditation must describe, for example, how its 
staffing structure allows it to meet its mission and stated objectives, as well as provide 
supporting documentation such as an organization chart. 
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Many other professional fields have formal accreditation programs. Organizations 
in fields such as education and health care generally depend upon accredited status to 
legitimate their operations and allow them to conduct business and serve their clientele. 
While accreditation is often a process imposed upon professionals in these other fields, 
accreditation by the American Association of Museums is a purely voluntary process 
designed to promote organizational accountability and effectiveness. Not only is it 
voluntary, but museums must also invest time, energy, and monetary costs in order to 
earn accreditation. Why, then, would museums choose to participate? According to 
AAM, museums participate in the accreditation process because it provides numerous 
benefits such as a clearer sense of purpose, sound management policies and procedures, 
improved facilities, and enhanced credibility (AAM, 1997). The question then remains: 
Do accredited museums expect and actually perceive those benefits suggested by AAM? 
If so, museums may have a powerful tool at their disposal to help them cope with a 
challenging and uncertain organizational climate. 
A primary reason for the Association's stated reluctance to accredit museums 
based on one rigid set of performance criteria is the diversity of the field. Museums are 
found in all forms. They differ according to factors such as mission, affiliation 
(government, university, nonprofit), and types of collections. In addition, museums vary 
tremendously by size, from the massiveness of the Smithsonian Institution to tiny 
museums displaying local artifacts and operating solely by volunteer effort. Some of the 
current discussion within the nonprofit sector has focused on the impact of size on an 
organization's ability to successfully manage its affairs and pursue its mission (Bozzo, 
2000). Likewise, the museum field has acknowledged that small museums often face a 
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much greater learning curve and often exist under more precarious conditions than their 
larger, wealthier counterparts (Chew, 2002). 
Although museum professionals are unsure of the exact number of small 
museums in existence, they do agree that the number is significant. According to Olsen 
(2002), a museum assistant director, 75% of U.S. museums have budgets under $250,000. 
AAM defines a "small" museum as having a budget under $350,000 and estimates that 
the majority of the more than 8,200 museums in the country may be considered small. In 
its Museum Financial Information Survey, however, AAM (2000) stated that only 9.6% 
of small institutions were presently accredited. This figure may be related to many small 
museum administrators' perceptions that AAM accreditation is unrealistic for or unsuited 
to them. For example, Chew (2002) argued, "Many of our finest small museums don't 
have the resources to vie for accreditation, even though they may be stellar institutions. 
Small museums cry out for a set of simple, basic professional standards tailored to their 
functional needs" (para. 32). 
Consequently, not only does this research endeavor seek to determine how 
museums with different accreditation histories perceive benefits and costs associated with 
accreditation, but it also seeks to determine if the relative size of the museum leads to a 
difference in perception. A primary question is whether or not smaller museums see 
themselves benefiting from accreditation in the same way as the larger ones . 
. If an association may be revealed between museum accreditation and the 
perception of specific benefits, then other museums, including smaller museums, might 
be encouraged to pursue accreditation and reap the rewards that stem from recognition of 
institutional accountability and excellence. On the other hand, attention should be paid to 
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any discrepancies in perception among accredited museums of varying size. 
Discrepancies associated with organizational size may indicate a need to re-examine 
aspects of the accreditation process or to provide additional support for small institutions 
seeking accreditation. 
Greater implications for the nonprofit sector as a whole may also exist. Nonprofit 
organizations have been practicing numerous strategies designed to enhance effectiveness 
and accountability. These strategies may have labels such as strategic planning, outcome 
evaluation, or performance assessment. However, if there is any indication of consensus 
among museums that accreditation yields specific organizational benefits, perhaps 
accreditation should be discussed as a potential strategy for other subunits of the 
nonprofit sector, including the arts, environmental, or social services fields. A further 
implication for nonprofits may be related to issues surrounding standardization. Would 
more field-specific standards of best practices be useful to nonprofit professionals, and 
might accreditation be the most productive method of disseminating those practices? As 
always, standardization has both its supporters and detractors-those who appreciate the 
consistency it provides as opposed to those who feel constrained by what they perceive as 
inflexible rules for operation. Regardless, any positive connection between accreditation 
and a nonprofit organization's enhanced ability to survive and thrive should not be 
ignored. 
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CHAPTER ONE: LITERATURE REVIEW AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Review of the Literature 
Background: The Museum Climate 
According to Williams (200 1 ), the decades of the 1980s and 1990s had a 
profound impact on the way museums operate and the way they see themselves. Of great 
importance was the fact that the 1980s were marked by major decreases in government 
funding for the majority of the nonprofit sector. Museums were not immune from these 
cutbacks; many were forced to compete with other groups for dwindling amounts of 
government monies as well as to seek new sources of funding. Williams stated that a 
significant event for museums during the 1980s was the release by the American 
Association of Museums of a report entitled "Museums for a New Century." This report 
represented a strategic effort by a commission of museum professionals to analyze the 
socio-political environment surrounding museums and to examine museums' roles and 
priorities. The commission findings underscored the need for museums to focus on 
education and public service. In addition, the commission made recommendations in a 
number of areas, including the following: (a) "the growth, organization, and care of 
collections," (b) "the potential for educational commitment," (c) "the restructuring of 
systems of governance," (d) "the need for greater enlightenment about the benefits of 
museums," (e) "a desire for greater diversity among patrons and staff," (f) "the absence 
of a professional profile," and (g) "the need to cope with the economic distresses facing 
museums" (para. 11). 
Williams (200 1) also stated that museums faced similar concerns in the 1990s. 
Funding remained scarce, while operational costs soared. "During the 1990s, museums 
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underwent further reassessment of identity and purpose, largely due to the competition 
among arts organizations for a shrinking NEA and NEH budget" (para. 12). According to 
Williams, in response to this competitive environment, the American Association of 
Museums published another report in 1992 entitled "Excellence and Equity: Education 
and the Public Dimension of Museums." This report focused on education and public 
service from a holistic perspective, arguing that they must be visible in all aspects of a 
museum's operations. As with "Museums for a New Century," the "Excellence and 
Equity" report made numerous recommendations for museums to follow and listed a 
number of concerns, including the "alienation of the public toward museums," "decreases 
in museum staffing and budgets due to a loss of funding," and "an absence of effective 
evaluation methods" (para. 15). 
Gammage-Tucker (1996) also addressed a perception that museums were 
struggling for survival in difficult and uncertain times. Her research based on a large-
scale survey of museums indicated that museums realized they faced a number of 
important challenges; however, many did not view themselves in a struggle for survival. 
"Rather the strategies are being employed to improve organizational stability through 
increased community financial and audience involvement" (p. vii). 
In their study of Australian museums and performing arts organizations, 
Rentschler and Potter (1996) likewise acknowledged the challenges facing nonprofit 
museums and recognized the survivalist mentality, especially since some Australian 
museums had, in fact, just recently collapsed. These authors noted that this collapse of 
several institutions led to greater calls for organizational accountability. They argued that 
traditional notions of accountability had focused primarily on financial indicators; 
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however, more inclusive definitions of accountability were needed for organizations like 
museums because of their nonprofit status. This accountability debate had been in 
existence for over a decade as people struggled to find accountability indicators that 
could capture both the tangible and intangible aspects of a nonprofit's operations and 
mission. Rentschler and Potter thus called for a definition of accountability which 
included the concepts of organizational viability and vitality. 
Viability concerns the long-term survival of the museum or performing arts 
organization and includes the relevance of the organizational mission. Vitality 
concerns the competitiveness, identity, and distinctiveness of the museum or 
performing arts organization as it interacts with the outside world. (para. 1) 
Accreditation: Definition and Benefits 
A proposed method designed to help address many of the aforementioned issues 
(such as accountability) in the museum world is the Museum Accreditation Program 
operated by the American Association of Museums (AAM). Wyszomirski and Cherbo 
(200 1) noted that very little is known regarding the impact of the arts and culture 
associational infrastructure; however, they did make claims regarding its importance. 
They argued, "During the last forty years, service associations have played significant 
roles in the evolution and self-governance of artistic professions" (para. 1 ). 
AAM ( 1997) encourages museums to seek accreditation in order to demonstrate 
professional quality and accountability and to promote institutional self-improvement. 
Similar to thoughts expressed by Rentschler and Potter ( 1996), AAM argued, 
Sustaining public accountability today is a more complex task than it was in the 
early years of museum accreditation ... As public trust institutions, museums must 
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be firmly committed to maintaining policies, structures, and practices that enable 
them to make the most effective use of their human and financial resources in 
service to the public. (pp. 8-9) 
In her study of museums and organizational instability, Gammage-Tucker ( 1996) found 
that a museum's accredited status was related to the adoption of numerous strategies to 
address change. These strategies included greater attention to audience needs and 
expectations, increased strategic planning, and increased collaboration with other 
institutions. 
Although few research studies on accreditation seem to exist, AAM' s reasoning 
behind the purpose of its accreditation program appears congruent with the general 
literature available discussing accreditation. Accreditation is a practice found in 
numerous fields, although the majority of this literature tended to relate to the field of 
higher education. For instance, Young, Chambers, Kells, and Associates (1983) defined 
postsecondary education accreditation in the following manner: 
Postsecondary accreditation is the concept ... whereby groups ... form voluntary, 
nongovernmental associations (1) to encourage and assist individual institutions 
or programs in the evaluation and improvement of their educational endeavors 
and (2) to identifY publicly those institutions or specialized units which meet or 
exceed commonly accepted standards of educational quality. (p. 449) 
Kells (1995) provided a similar definition, also focusing on accountability and the 
meeting of established standards. He added, "The major purposes of the process are to 
foster improvement and to identifY ... institutions and programs that seem to be achieving 
stated goals" (p. 11 ). 
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Baker (2002) discussed the history and rationale behind the higher education 
regional accreditation process. He claimed that the traditional concept of quality in higher 
education was based more on vague notions of a college's reputation or the amount of its 
various resources such as library books. The modem concept of accreditation, however, 
changed to reflect notions of diversity and institutional accountability toward mission. 
Since colleges and universities differ markedly, one strict set of criteria to measure 
quality does not suffice. Instead, attention must be paid to how well each institution 
achieves its own goals. Baker noted, 
Over the past decade ... quality assurance systems such as accreditation have 
expanded their evaluation criteria to include an emphasis on the achievement of 
institutional outcomes as well as a judgment of institutional intentions and 
capacity. In doing so, accreditation is preserving long-held educational values of 
quality improvement and self-regulation while simultaneously addressing 
society's needs for accountability and quality assurance. (p. 3) 
Most accrediting bodies specify a process of organizational self-study followed by 
peer review in order to achieve accredited status. Among the literature, there seemed to 
be a general consensus that the self-study aspect of this process and its accompanying 
focus on institutional self-improvement tended to represent the primary characteristics 
and benefits of the accreditation process (Crow, 1995; Kells, 1995; Kerby and Weber, 
2000; Peer and Rakich, 2000; Young et al., 1983). Crow, for example, cited anecdotal 
evidence in arguing that participation in an accreditation process led to eight specific 
benefits, including a clarification of institutional identity and mission, an increased focus 
on organizational challenges, and improved communication among stakeholders. Young, 
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et al. claimed that accreditation "functions essentially as an evaluative process, and 
institutional self-study is at the heart of the process" (p. 21 ). Kells stressed that the self-
study process was paramount, and that accreditation had actually been the force that 
pressured American higher education institutions to conduct regular self-evaluations. 
Kerby and Weber argued, "Business school accreditation depends on a commitment to 
continuous improvement in achieving the school's mission" (abstract). They claimed that 
because business school accreditation is currently tied to mission fulfillment, it was 
causing many business schools to engage in outcomes assessment projects to actually 
find out if they were achieving their missions and then made any necessary adjustments. 
They referred to Truman State University's business division and how its efforts at self-
assessment led to a revision of its strategic plan. Peer and Rakich examined the 
accreditation process and argued that it would serve to promote continuous quality 
improvement (CQI) within the field of athletic training education programs. "The 
process-oriented approach of accreditation clearly blends with the basic tenets of CQI" 
(para. 5). Finally, Boyd ( 1991) argued that these traditional sentiments about 
organizational improvement through self-study were incorporated in the museum 
accreditation program. He stated, "The accreditation process is basically a dialogue 
between peers in and outside the museum. It centers on a self-study designed to 
encourage systematic planning that leads to clearer goals and more effective action to 
achieve them" (p. 175). 
Similar to other types of institutions, the early childhood education community 
also has an accreditation vehicle. In a survey of 130 early childhood education center 
directors, Herr et al. (1993) discovered that a vast majority ofthese directors reported 
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receiving benefits from accreditation that were related to self-improvement. Some of the 
areas in which directors saw improvement, namely administration, physical environment, 
and staff qualifications or development, are also listed by AAM (1997) as potential 
benefits that a museum may receive through its accreditation program. In addition, the 
authors noted that many directors chose to become accredited as a means of confirming 
or validating the feeling that their centers were already strong organizations which were 
providing a high quality service. Many directors also mentioned positive, tangible 
benefits that could be obtained as a result of being accredited, as opposed to the process 
of self-study alone. Almost 55% of the directors surveyed, for example, reported that 
accreditation had led to increased visibility of their programs, and 3 8% reported greater 
ease in marketing activities. A number of directors also indicated that they sought 
accreditation in order to promote their centers' prestige and recognition. (Similar types of 
benefits are also asserted by AAM in promoting museum accreditation, ascribed to the 
category of Enhanced Credibility). In all, most of the respondents in Herr's study 
indicated that program accreditation was beneficial and that they would seek 
reaccreditation when their center's term expired. 
Concerns Regarding Accreditation 
While most of the literature surrounding accreditation concentrated on its positive 
aspects such as accountability, self-evaluation, and self-improvement, opinions also 
existed as to the potential costs and challenges to organizations of accreditation. When 
examining accreditation as it related to specialized educational programs (as opposed to 
institutions), Kells (1995) noted that these programs often required extra support when 
conducting self-studies because of considerations such as organizational isolation, small 
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size, and leadership needs. In addition, other complications may have existed related to 
anxiety, newness of self-study intention, lack of expertise and assistance, lack of 
adequate outcomes focus, centrality and dominance of the accreditation standards, and 
concerns about costs, duplication of activities, and institutional prerogatives. Gough and 
Reynolds (2000) discussed other accreditation-related challenges found in a study 
involving British clinical pathology laboratories. In attempting to determine if the 
laboratories perceived value from the accreditation process, the researchers found that a 
majority believed that accreditation had led them to focus on quality, which in tum led to 
improvements in service, training, and health and safety. Almost half of the participants, 
however, also complained that the process was "over-bureaucratic, inefficient and 
expensive" (para. 1 0). They claimed that the annual fee was unreasonable and that the 
staff had to shoulder the burden of the extra work required for accreditation in addition to 
their regular duties. It should be noted that the description of this particular accreditation 
program suggested that its focus may have been more on compliance with set standards, 
as opposed to mission-based effectiveness that aligned with broadly defined standards. 
Lysaught (1994) also noted the benefits that a university could obtain from 
participation in institutional accreditation. They further determined, as Gough and 
Reynolds (2000) later would, that the benefits achieved from the reaccreditation process 
came with particular costs, specifically with regard to the sheer amount of time and 
energy required of participants. In addition, Lysaught argued that reaccreditation 
programs frequently tended to unduly emphasize minutiae found in the overly extensive 
files and documentation required by the visiting committee, versus a focus on the larger 
picture. With regard to his own experience, Lysaught stated, "We were essentially being 
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examined in retrospective mode without any exhibited concern for the prospective-the 
future of the institution and the profession" (p. 392). 
When the potential costs of seeking accreditation were investigated, 
organizational size emerged in several instances as a factor to consider. For example, in 
her study of specialized accreditation designed for college-based home economics 
programs, Rader (1988) noted that the time and financial burdens were "especially 
difficult" for the smaller programs that had participated in various specialized 
accreditation processes (p. 33). In fact, her study results revealed that size was an 
important factor in determining which specialized accreditation, if any, a home 
economics unit chose to seek. She argued, "Special attention should be devoted to 
smaller units, ones with otherwise excellent programs that either lack the resources 
necessary for accreditation or believe that their efforts toward accreditation would be in 
vain" (p. 35). Similarly, in writing about his experiences with regard to the impact of 
accreditation on small colleges, Marti (1993) acknowledged the major expense of an 
accreditation visit. However, he also offered advice for small colleges preparing to seek 
accreditation, and he described numerous benefits that small colleges could gain from the 
process, especially due to the opportunity for increased involvement by a greater 
proportion of institutional stakeholders. In addition, the potential existed for a small 
college to reap greater public relations benefits as a result of achieving accreditation. 
"Peer accreditation usually provides a small college with the opportunity to increase its 
visibility in the larger community by claiming an accreditation status identical to that 
received by larger colleges and universities" (p. 71). 
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Reidlinger and Prager (1993) offered an important analysis and summary of the 
cost issue related to accreditation. They looked to other studies which showed that 
different institutions had historically used different definitions of what constitutes 
accreditation costs and different methods for reporting those costs. Because no common 
language truly existed for discussing costs within the many types of institutional and 
specialized accreditation programs, participants could thus have widely varying notions 
of how accreditation costs related to benefits. Some felt that benefits outweighed costs, 
some viewed them as equal, and some felt that costs outweighed benefits. 
Nonprofit Effectiveness and Organizational Size 
The accreditation process may be described as one formal type of institutional 
evaluation. It may be used to evaluate a museum's level of effectiveness, both in terms of 
a generally agreed-upon set of professional standards and practices as well as of the 
extent of the museum's realization of its mission statement. A museum seeking 
accreditation first assesses its own performance in these areas; afterwards, a visitation 
team conducts its assessment and confirms and/or raises issues with the contents of the 
self-study. The self-study alone represents a major undertaking for a museum, involving 
much time and effort on the part of the governing board, staff, and (potentially) other 
volunteers. 
Because accreditation is an evaluative process geared toward recognizing and 
promoting institutional effectiveness, some of the general literature related to nonprofit 
organizational effectiveness and evaluation held relevance. Researchers tended to agree 
that the literature on nonprofit effectiveness was incomplete. It also reflected a consensus 
regarding the very subjective nature of a concept like "effectiveness," as well as the 
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difficulty inherent in attempts to measure it (Forbes, 1998; Herman & Renz, 1998). 
Several theoretical models have been articulated, however. Forbes (1998) summarized 
the models in the following manner: 
1. Goal-attainment model: effectiveness in meeting one's goals 
2. System resource approach: effectiveness as viability or survival; ability to obtain 
appropriate resources 
3. Multidimensional approaches: effectiveness measured in many ways 
simultaneously, often combining aspects of both the goal-attainment and system 
resource models 
4. Reputational approach: effectiveness as perceived by an identified set of people 
familiar with the organization 
5. Emergent (social constructionist) approach: effectiveness as it is negotiated 
between organizational actors and their environments; context-specific 
understandings are created by organizational actors and evolve over time. 
It may be argued that the AAM accreditation format-with its emphasis on 
mission attainment, resource stability, and adherence to evolving standards of best 
practices-incorporates elements of all the aforementioned models. Herman and Renz 
( 1998) focused in particular on the social constructionist model. They observed how 
practitioner-defined objective criteria of effectiveness, such as the use of a mission 
statement, planning document, needs assessment, and board manual, often related to 
various stakeholders' views of an organization's overall effectiveness. They found in part 
that the nonprofit organizations considered the most effective by stakeholders tended to 
incorporate more of these correct management procedures. They also found that "pursuit 
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of strategies of legitimation" (para. 30) coincided with objective ideas of effectiveness 
and stakeholder judgments of effectiveness. Consequently, accreditation, with its 
concentration on verifying organizational accountability and effectiveness, may represent 
a way to legitimize organizations by recognizing their effectiveness as observed, in part, 
by the use of correct management practices. 
As previously mentioned, the concept of organizational effectiveness appears to 
have subjective elements and can be difficult to clearly articulate. Certainly, the various 
characteristics of different organizations may add to this difficulty. Some literature 
suggested that organizational size may be one such characteristic and should be an 
important factor to consider when discussing institutional effectiveness. In their study of 
United Kingdom charities, for example, Conforth and Simpson (2002) found that 
organizational size does matter when it comes to the qualities and characteristics of 
~harity governing boards. They stated that "organizational size has often proved to be the 
single most important factor influencing choices of organizational structure .... Yet 
scholars have paid relatively little attention to the influence of organizational size in 
studies of nonprofit organizations, and in particular their governance" (para. 15). In their 
study, Conforth and Simpson discovered that larger charities were more likely than their 
smaller counterparts to provide more thorough types of support, such as induction and 
training, to their board members. 
Herman and Renz (1998) referred to a prior study in which they found that "only 
organizational size of several possible characteristics is related positively to effectiveness 
judgments for all stakeholders" (para. 4). In addition, Bozzo (2000), in researching a 
number of performance evaluation resource manuals available to nonprofit organizations, 
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noted that performance evaluation was a very demanding process for organizations, and 
many of the manuals tended to be quite technical in nature. She suggested that skills and 
resources must be available for organizations to conduct evaluation. "In the resources we 
reviewed, the lack of consideration of differing organizational capacities is a major 
shortcoming, because the ability to undertake an evaluation hinges on the availability of 
resources" (para. 8). Bozzo inferred that smaller organizations may have been placed at a 
disadvantage in the evaluation process due to their relative lack of resources, including 
money and staff time or expertise. Gammage-Tucker (1996) echoed this sentiment as it 
related to the museum community and organizational change. She claimed, first of all, 
that the literature related to managing small and mid-size museums was insufficient. In 
addition, her study results revealed that small, medium, and large museums all had 
different activities and needs, and more attention should be paid to organizational 
standards and expectations. She claimed that the larger organizations have typically had 
the greatest influence on museum policies and standards; thus, she argued, "If larger and 
more recognized institutions are setting the pace, smaller institutions may be misled into 
thinking they can compete [for] necessary resources with similar methods" (p. 33). 
Summary of Literature 
In summary, the literature suggests that the museum community has recently been 
confronted with challenges related to funding, organizational effectiveness, and 
accountability similar to those challenges faced by the nonprofit sector as a whole. The 
American Association of Museums has proposed accreditation as a method whereby 
museums can demonstrate their quality and effectiveness and begin to address some of 
those challenges. The activities of the AAM accreditation process appear similar to those 
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described in most of the accreditation-related literature: an organization seeking 
accreditation must first complete a self-study documenting how well it achieves its 
mission and conforms to generally-accepted standards; subsequently a team of 
professionals conducts an on-site evaluation visit to confirm the self-study findings and 
make both suggestions for improvement as well as a final recommendation regarding 
accreditation. The literature appeared to focus more on a generalized notion of the 
beneficial nature of accreditation, particularly noting that the self-study process, in and of 
itself, was a valuable evaluation tool, which could be used to promote organizational self-
improvement. 
The general literature suggested that in certain cases, organizations that pursued 
objective measures of effectiveness (correct management procedures) had an increased 
chance ofbeingjudged as effective by various stakeholders (including funders). It may 
be argued, however, that there was something of a gap in the available literature on 
accreditation as it related to the specific experiences of accredited institutions in the 
nonprofit sector. Specifically, what benefits did organizations expect to gain when they 
first embarked on an accreditation process, and what tangible benefits did they actually 
perceive upon reaching accredited status? Likewise, what did organizations perceive to 
be the costs associated with accreditation, and did the benefits outweigh the costs? 
Finally, the nonprofit sector literature listed several studies that made the point 
that various characteristics had a real effect on organizations' experiences as they pursued 
activities like accreditation, program evaluation, outcomes assessment, or performance 
measurement, all of which were designed to assess accountability and effectiveness. 
Certain studies indicated that organizational size may have been one such characteristic, 
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and the researchers implied that, in some cases, smaller organizations may have had a 
more difficult time with these types of activities. 
Research Questions 
In promoting its own accreditation program, the American Association of 
Museums (1997) has taken the extra step of listing a number of specific, tangible benefits 
that museums can expect to witness upon accreditation. It did not, however, express any 
qualifications of these benefits based on a museum's size and/or budget. It implied that 
the benefits exist and that they may be the same for all types of participating museums. 
Consequently, this research study marked an independent attempt to answer the following 
research questions: 
1. In retrospect, what had museums perceived, prior to accreditation, to be the 
benefits of both the AAM accreditation process and accredited status? 
2. After AAM accreditation was earned, what did museums perceive to be the actual 
benefits and costs of the accreditation process and accredited status? 
3. Is there any relationship between the benefits that museums expected to receive 
from accreditation and the benefits they actually experienced once accreditation 
was earned? 
4. To what extent is there an association between museums' perceptions of the 
benefits and costs of accreditation and both their accreditation history and their 
relative size? 
Definition of Key Terms 
Definition of"Accreditation Process" and "Accredited Status": 
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"Accreditation process" referred to the steps taken by a museum to earn accredited status. 
They included application to participate in the accreditation process, the self-study, and 
the evaluative on-site visit from two museum professionals assigned by AAM. 
"Accredited status" referred to a museum that had successfully completed the 
accreditation process and had been granted the title of "Accredited" by the Accreditation 
Commission of AAM. 
Definition of Key Variables 
Definition of"Benefits of Accreditation" (summarized from A Higher Standard: The 
Museum Accreditation Handbook, AAM, 1997): 
1. A Clearer Sense of Purpose. 
A clearer sense of purpose was defined as having a better-defined mission; clearer 
understanding of institutional strengths, aims, and priorities; and confidence in 
organizational identity and ability to serve the public. 
2. Sound Management. 
Sound management included guidance in development of well-articulated policies 
and procedures; a better working relationship between staff and board; the board's 
increased understanding of standard museum practices; and staffs increased level 
of professionalism. 
3. Improved Facilities. 
Improved facilities included incentive to improve the physical plant and leverage 
to attract support for capital improvements. 
4. Enhanced Credibility. 
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Enhanced credibility meant greater visibility in the community; an ability to 
strengthen fundraising efforts; an ability to reach new audiences; an ability to 
secure new members and volunteers; greater ease with regard to obtaining objects 
on loan and traveling exhibitions; an ability to attract highly qualified professional 
staff; and greater appeal to prospective donors and funding sources. 
Definition of"Costs of Accreditation" (summarized from A Higher Standard: The 
Museum Accreditation Handbook, AAM, 1997): 
1. Monetary costs (included application/participation fees, money spent to complete 
the self-study, and money spent for the on-site review). 
2. Time costs (included board, staff, and volunteer time spent on the self-study and 
on-site review). 
Definition of "Accreditation History" 
1. Number of times an individual museum had been accredited by AAM. 
2. Number of years since an individual museum's most recent accreditation was 
earned. 
Definition of "Organizational Size" 
1. Museum's estimated annual budget. 
Justification of Key Variables 
The rationale behind choosing the aforementioned list of benefits and costs came 
from the fact that they were specifically mentioned by AAM (1997). AAM obviously has 
designed its accreditation program with certain benefits in mind. It therefore seemed 
logical to be consistent and assess its perceived success according to the same list of 
benefits. Furthermore, this research represents an independent study of the AAM 
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accreditation program and its perceived benefits to museums. Using AAM's definition of 
benefits would provide a comparison between AAM's assertions and museums' 
perceptions regarding accreditation. Likewise, AAM mentioned specific costs associated 
with the accreditation program, and participating museums' experiences with costs 
should also be assessed in comparison with AAM' s definition. 
Museum size may be justified as a main variable as a result of arguments within 
the literature and a number of assumptions. The professional literature included 
references to the numerous hardships faced by museums, particularly by small museums. 
In addition, several museum professionals have argued that AAM accreditation is not a 
realistic option for their institutions. Furthermore, an assumption, based upon information 
in the Accreditation Handbook, is that achieving accreditation can be challenging for 
museums due to the staff time and monetary costs involved. Taken a step further, this 
may imply that accreditation may be even more challenging for smaller museums 
because they naturally possess fewer staff and financial resources. An assumption is that 
the relative costs would be greater for smaller museums, although it is unknown how they 
will perceive accreditation's benefits or how their perceptions will compare to that of the 
larger museums surveyed. 
In addition, accreditation history may be considered an important variable 
because a museum that has been accredited two or three times may have had different 
perceptions of the program's costs and benefits as opposed to a museum which has only 
been accredited once, or accredited very recently. Likewise, a museum that was 
accredited last year may have a very different perception of the accreditation program 
than a museum accredited almost 10 years ago. 
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Contribution to the Field 
As previously stated, this study represents an attempt to add to the existing 
literature on accreditation, specifically as it relates to the museum field. In 1999, AAM 
surveyed museums on the benefits they have received from accreditation; however, the 
complete results of this study have not been published (AAM, 2001). This study would 
represent an independent evaluation of the benefits of accreditation perceived by 
museums that have experienced the process firsthand. In addition, this study was also 
conducted to expand the literature related to organizational characteristics, in this case 
size and accreditation history, and their effect on institutions' attempts at evaluation. 
This study is expected to have several implications both for the museum field and 
for the nonprofit sector as a whole. To begin with, if it is determined that the benefits of 
accreditation touted by AAM are realized by most of the museums in the study, then it 
may encourage some of the 80-90% of unaccredited institutions to pursue accreditation 
and, therefore, raise the number of organizations that meet defined standards of best 
practices in the field. An increased trend in museum accreditation may also further 
standardize the museum field and may increase AAM' s policy-making and advocacy 
leverage as a national membership organization. Finally, if museum accreditation proves 
beneficial on a large scale, then other nonprofit sector fields may be encouraged to 
develop voluntary accreditation programs of their own. Accreditation may increasingly 
be viewed as a management tool. Of course, in developing and promoting this 
management tool on a broad scale, both the museum field and the rest of the nonprofit 
sector will need to pay attention to how it affects smaller organizations. If the costs of 
accreditation tend to outweigh the benefits for small organizations, then additional 
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resources and assistance may need to be provided in order to make the process 
worthwhile for all types of organizations. 
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CHAPTER TWO: METHODOLOGY 
Design 
The research study involved gathering information to assist in gauging museums' 
perceptions of the benefits and costs associated with AAM accreditation, as well as 
gauging the impact of accreditation history and organizational size on these perceptions. 
A survey methodology was utilized in order to help answer the following research 
questions posed in Chapter One: 
1. In retrospect, what had museums perceived, prior to accreditation, to be the 
benefits of both the AAM accreditation process and accredited status? 
2. After AAM accreditation was earned, what did museums perceive to be the actual 
benefits and costs of the accreditation process and accredited status? 
3. Is there any relationship between the benefits that museums expected to receive 
from accreditation and the benefits they actually experienced once accreditation 
was earned? 
4. To what extent is there an association between museums' perceptions of the 
benefits and costs of accreditation and both their accreditation history and their 
relative size? 
Because a goal of the study was to compare the expectations and experiences of those 
associated with accredited museums, the study's unit of analysis was at the organizational 
level. Data were gathered by surveying a sample of 210 accredited museums. Museum 
directors were each sent a questionnaire, requesting that they provide information on 
behalf of their respective organizations (See Appendix B for sample questionnaire). The 
study was cross-sectional in nature, as the survey asked respondents at a given point in 
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time to state perceptions about their museums, even though they were asked to think 
retrospectively in some cases. 
Given the specific research questions, choice of a survey methodology was 
appropriate because it permitted the gathering of data from a reasonably large sample of 
the population of accredited museums. A survey was expected to yield data sufficient to 
identify potential trends among the experiences of accredited museums. In addition, 
AAM accreditation is a national-level program. Utilizing a survey approach facilitated 
the gathering of data from a national sample of accredited museums, something that 
would not have been feasible using a different methodology, such as depth interviewing. 
Subjects and Respondents 
The research study explored the experiences of museums currently accredited by 
AAM in the United States. The current number of accredited museums is about 750. This 
figure represents 9% of the approximately 8,200 museums in the country. The museums 
in this elite population are diverse by numerous standards. To begin with, according to 
AAM (200 1 ), they are represented by all of the following types of museum: art, history, 
general, natural history or anthropology, historic house or site, science and technology, 
specialized, aquarium, arboretum or botanical, children's, nature center, planetarium, and 
zoological park. In addition, according to AAM's 1999 figures, their budgets range from 
under $350,000 (approximately 14%) to over $5 million (approximately 21%). Finally, 
their governing structures vary, including private nonprofit, university-housed, and 
municipal or government-run institutions. For this research study's purposes, only private 
nonprofit institutions were surveyed, partly as a survey control mechanism. Private 
nonprofit (50lc3) organizations possess similar governance structures, comprising a 
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board of directors and an executive level staff member. Oftentimes, they possess similar 
funding structures. 
Given the specific research questions posed, choosing respondents from this 
population of the American museum community made sense. The study was designed to 
elicit responses about museums' particular experiences regarding both the accreditation 
process and their accredited status. Thus, in order to successfully address all of the 
research questions, the museums surveyed needed to come from AAM' s list of accredited 
museums. 
Operationalization of Concepts and Variables 
Accreditation 
The key terms and variables associated with this study were operationalized 
through the use of the questionnaire sent to directors of various accredited museums. This 
questionnaire included items asking respondents to reflect upon their museum's 
experience with AAM accreditation. Accreditation was determined by the method in 
which museums were selected for the study. In this case, museums were selected from 
the list of accredited museums published by AAM. 
Experiences with Accreditation: Benefits 
As a major component of the questionnaire, respondents were asked in item 8 to 
provide feedback regarding any benefits they may have expected to see prior to 
accreditation. Similarly, in item 9, respondents were asked to identify which, if any, 
benefits to their museum they observed after accredited status was achieved. In this 
study, the dependent variables for "benefits" were operationally defined by AAM 
standards. The association provided a detailed list of expected benefits in its 
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Accreditation Handbook. After incorporating the list of expected benefits from the 
handbook, the questionnaire contained a list of 16 defined benefits, separated into four 
categories entitled "A Clearer Sense of Purpose," "Sound Management," "Improved 
Facilities," and "Enhanced Credibility." Respondents were asked to think back prior to 
their most recent accreditation and, using a Likert-type scale of 1 to 5, to consider the 
strength of their expectation with regard to each of the 16 benefits. Afterwards, they were 
asked to review the list again and determine the degree to which their museums actually 
realized those same benefits. Questionnaire item 1 0 asked respondents to list any other 
benefits they may have experienced as a result of accreditation that were not included in 
the AAM list. 
The choice was made to incorporate this list directly into the questionnaire for 
two reasons. One reason was the assumption that the AAM list had been inspired by 
previous feedback from accredited museums (AAM, 1997, 2001 ). Thus, using the same 
list would provide a way to compare the feedback given by this study's respondents to 
previous respondents. A similar reason for using AAM' s list was to see precisely how the 
experiences of the museums in this study compared to AAM' s stated version of benefits. 
In other words, did museums in this sample really see the same benefits that AAM 
claimed they would? To what degree was AAM's list representative of benefits actually 
attained? As an alternative, the questionnaire provided respondents with an opportunity to 
describe any other benefits they witnessed that were not included in the set list. 
Experiences with Accreditation: Costs 
To a certain degree, the dependent variables for "costs" were also determined by 
AAM. Its Accreditation Handbook generally describes two types of costs associated with 
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the Accreditation Program: money and time. Operationally, this study expanded that 
definition slightly. Questionnaire items 11 and 12 asked respondents, on a Likert-type 
scale once again, to estimate both the monetary and the personnel time costs associated 
with completing their most recent accreditation process. The questionnaire specified that 
the term Monetary Costs included costs related to the accreditation program 
application/participation fees, completion of the self-study document, and provisions for 
the on-site review by two museum professionals. The questionnaire also indicated that 
the term Time Costs referred to personnel time required in completing the self-study 
document and preparing for the on-site review. Time costs were important because they 
represented lost opportunities for museum staff and board members to address their 
regular workloads. In this sense, time costs could also be translated into monetary costs. 
By including items on monetary and time costs in the questionnaire, the study's objective 
was, on some level, to compare different museums' perceptions of the benefits they 
received from accreditation to the organizational costs they incurred. Questionnaire item 
13 also asked respondents to list any specific costs they may have incurred other than 
those related to money and time. 
Museum Size 
Museum Size served as a primary independent variable in this study, as a major 
goal of the research involved looking at the experiences that smaller museums have had 
with accreditation and comparing them to those of larger museums. A diverse study 
sample which included an even number of designated "small," "medium," and "large" 
museums was created based on the organizations' previously reported annual income, as 
found on the GuideStar (2002) nonprofit information website. The study defined Museum 
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Size via questionnaire item 1, which asked for each museum's estimated annual budget. 
Annual budget was chosen to provide a simple, straightforward method for determining 
museum size, despite the fact that the literature revealed the use of multiple methods. For 
example, AAM (2000, 2001) has utilized both annual budget and annual operating 
expenses, and has even previously assigned museums to different size categories based 
on the institutional type. 
Accreditation History 
A final independent variable in the study related to the participating museums' 
accreditation history. It was assumed that respondents' perceptions of both the benefits 
and costs of accreditation may have been largely influenced by their organizations' 
respective histories with and exposure to the program. For example, a respondent director 
who just led his or her museum's first accreditation process within the past year may 
have a very clear idea of the benefits expected by the organization but little time to 
witness any direct benefits that may reveal themselves as a result of accreditation. 
Likewise, a previously accredited museum that has not been required to revisit the 
process in many years may lack a certain institutional memory related to the benefits and 
costs of accreditation. (AAM requires accredited museums to repeat the process every 10 
years.) For purposes of this study, "Accreditation History" was operationally defined by 
two methods. One method was represented by questionnaire item 2, asking how many 
times a particular museum has been accredited. Questionnaire item 3 asked respondents 
to state the number of years since the museum's last accreditation was earned. Although 
not specifically a part of the variable Accreditation History, questionnaire item 5 asked if 
the specific respondent possessed a leadership role during his or her museum's most 
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recent accreditation review. In this case, leadership role was included as a control 
mechanism, a way of evaluating how knowledgeable a given respondent may have been 
regarding the actual benefits and costs of the accreditation process. 
Procedures 
Sampling and Selection of Research Subjects 
The first step in gathering information for the study was to select appropriate 
subjects. The process of selecting subjects began with the American Association of 
Museums. The public section of AAM's Internet site provided a full listing of the near 
750 currently accredited museums, organized by state. Knowing that the study's sample 
needed to consist solely of private nonprofit museums, the AAM list was initially 
narrowed down by eliminating known government operated and university-affiliated 
organizations. In order to further narrow the list and confirm certain organizations' 
private nonprofit status, the GuideStar (2002) Internet site was utilized. GuideStar, itself 
a nonprofit entity, provides the public with information about nonprofit organizations, 
including their financial records. By completing a detailed GuideS tar search of museums 
by state, a smaller list of potential subjects was compiled, along with key financial 
information. 
Annual income from 2000 or 2001 was the key piece of financial information 
from GuideS tar (2002) used to put together a sample of 210 museums which included a 
diversity of organizational sizes. Museums were thus grouped for sampling purposes only 
into the sizes Small, Medium, and Large, with 70 museums represented in each of these 
size categories. Almost 300 organizations were identified from the initial GuideStar 
search, with the smallest 70 listing annual incomes under $1 million. All 70 of these 
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"Small" organizations were included in the sample, so that the final research question 
about organizational size and its effects on perceptions of accreditation could be properly 
addressed. Because more than 70 medium and 70 larger sized museums were each 
produced from the GuideStar search, both the Medium and the Large museums in the 
sample were ultimately chosen at random from these GuideStar results. Based on the 
GuideStar findings, museums with incomes between $1 million and $5 million fell into 
the "Medium" category, and the museums with incomes over $5 million formed the 
"Large" category. 
Contacting Respondents 
With the complete sample of 210 nonprofit accredited museums, the next step 
was to identify as many of the organizations' directors as possible. As often as possible, 
questionnaires were mailed to specifically named individuals in order to improve survey 
response rates. An effort was made to identify the sampled museums' executive directors 
so that they could respond on behalf of their museums. Directors' names were found by 
searching the museums' Internet sites, as well as by contacting the museums through 
electronic mail. In cases where no director's name was available, the survey instrument 
was mailed to the attention of"Executive Director." 
The questionnaire was sent to each director, accompanied by a cover letter 
describing the nature and purpose of the research study (see Appendices Band C). Each 
survey also included a number which corresponded to a particular museum on the master 
list. This numeric coding system helped preserve confidentiality. It was used to track 
which questionnaires were sent to and returned by the various museums. Once a 
questionnaire was returned, the number was checked against the master list and the name 
34 
of the corresponding museum was not used again. The contact process itself was 
threefold. To begin with, the initial packet with questionnaire, cover letter, and return 
envelope was mailed to the director of each museum in the sample. After one week, a 
postcard was mailed to every museum director, serving both to thank those who 
responded, as well as to encourage those who had not yet responded to complete and 
return the questionnaire as soon as possible (see Appendix D). Finally, after another two 
weeks, a second questionnaire with reminder letter was mailed to all those directors who 
had yet to respond. 
Treatment of Data 
The questionnaire used to gather data consisted of 13 items. One of its primary 
functions was to assess how strongly subjects felt their museums benefited from 
accreditation. It also served to assess how the museums perceived the costs of the 
accreditation process, and it gathered information on museums' accreditation history. 
Significantly, all of these factors were considered in light of the relative size of the 
responding organizations. It may be hypothesized that size does play a role in museums' 
experiences with accreditation. Once again, the question was to what extent such an 
association may have existed. Data gathered from respondents was entered into the SPSS 
computer program (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences). SPSS was utilized for all 
statistical calculations. 
Variables represented by the 13 questionnaire items were interval, nominal, or 
ordinal. The first three items were initially measured in an interval fashion: (a) item 1 
asking for the museum's estimated annual budget, (b) item 2 asking for the number of 
times the museum has been accredited, and (c) item 3 asking for the number of years 
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since the museum's last accreditation was earned. The nominal variables included the 
following: (a) item 4 asking for the respondent's position title, (b) item 5 asking if the 
respondent held a leadership role in his or her museum's most recent accreditation 
process, (c) item 10 asking if the respondent's museum experienced any benefits from 
accreditation other than those specifically listed, and (d) item 13 asking if the 
respondent's museum experienced any costs from accreditation other than those 
specifically listed. 
The remaining variables were ordinal: (a) item 6 asking respondents to rate how 
beneficial the overall accreditation process was for the museum, (b) item 7 asking 
respondents to rate how beneficial accredited status has been for the museum, (c) item 8 
asking respondents to state to what degree they expected to realize specific benefits from 
accreditation, (d) item 9 asking respondents to rate the degree to which they actually 
experienced specific benefits after accreditation was earned, (e) item 11 asking 
respondents to rate their perceptions of the monetary costs associated with accreditation, 
and (f) item 12 asking respondents to rate their perceptions of the time costs associated 
with accreditation. 
Once data from the returned questionnaires had been entered into SPSS, the first 
task was to take responses from questionnaire items 1 through 3 and create ordinal 
categories representing the variables for Museum Size and Accreditation History. Based 
on the information received for item 1, relating to annual budget, several ordered size 
categories ranging from smaller to larger budget amounts were created by dividing the 
responses into thirds. New size categories for those with budgets under $1million 
(smaller museums), $1-3 million (medium-sized museums), and over $3 million (larger 
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museums) were created because the original size categories used for sampling purposes 
were not evenly represented on the returned questionnaires. For questionnaire item 2, 
relating to the number of times accredited, three categories were again created to 
accommodate those museums which had been accredited either once, twice, or three or 
more times. Finally, for questionnaire item 3, related to number of years since last 
accreditation earned, several categories were developed to encompass the possible range 
of answers given. After all ordinal measurements were established, univariate statistics 
for the entire survey were then examined. Modes were calculated for the nominal and 
ordinal data. In addition, percentage distributions and medians were calculated for the 
ordinal data. 
In addition to determining modes, percentage distributions, and medians, two 
indices were developed to explain the data gathered in questionnaire items 8 and 9. First, 
individual respondents' ratings for each of the 16 individual AAM-defined benefits were 
added together to create an index for item 8: "Benefits Expected Prior to Accreditation." 
Second, respondents' ratings for each of the same benefits were added together to create 
another index for item 9: "Benefits Experienced After Accreditation." 
In order to fully address the main research questions-perceptions of 
accreditation's benefits and costs and their relationship to museum size-bivariate 
descriptive and inferential statistics had to be incorporated. Crosstabulations were created 
as a descriptive measure. In each instance, the independent variable was museum size or 
accreditation history (either number of times accredited or number of years since last 
accreditation). Subsequently, each crosstabulation included the dependent variables 
representing accreditation benefits and costs. In addition, gamma was calculated as a 
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descriptive statistic in order to show any potential strength of association between 
museum size or accreditation history and each of the dependent variables. The inferential 
statistic chi square was also be used in combination with crossclassification as a measure 
of statistical significance. Chi square helped determine whether or not the findings from 
the sample could be generalized to the entire population of accredited museums, with a 
known risk of being wrong. Finally, analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were conducted 
utilizing the index data to make comparisons between the level of benefits respondents 
expected from accreditation, the benefits museums felt they actually received, and the 
size of the museum. ANOVA would reveal if the means for the relatively small, medium, 
and larger museums were significantly different from each other. 
Study Limitations and Ethical Issues 
Limitations exist in any research activity, and several limitations were identified 
in this particular study. To begin with, the study relied on museums' self-reported 
information for their data. In particular, the survey asked museum directors to make 
estimations and to state their opinions on various items. In some cases, these directors 
were asked to provide information retrospectively about their museum's history and 
about the past experiences oftheir staff and governing authority. Likewise, in some cases, 
the current museum director may not have been involved in his or her museum's most 
recent accreditation process and therefore may have had to guess on some survey items or 
consult with colleagues. With regard to certain questionnaire items asking respondents to 
analyze outcomes and rate their expectations of accreditation's benefits, the literature 
suggested that respondents' answers may have been affected by the concepts of hindsight 
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bias, memory impairment, and response bias (Bonds-Raacke et al., 2001 ). Bonds-Raacke 
et al. described the relationship between these three concepts in the following manner: 
Hindsight bias has been explained as people's incorporation of the outcome of an 
event into their memory of the event-the reconstructionist view (Fischhoff, 
1975; Gilbertson et al., 1994). When people retrieve the memory of an event, they 
automatically retrieve the outcome of the event as well. The reconstructionist 
view is very similar to the memory impairment view (Stahlberg, Eller, Maass, & 
Frey, 1995), in which the outcome information becomes assimilated into existing 
knowledge ofthe event (Hoch & Loewenstein, 1989). Finally, the response bias 
view offers another alternative explanation: People who do not remember their 
original prediction rely on the outcome in an attempt to recall what they originally 
thought (Zaragoza & Koshmider, 1989). (p. 1) 
In addition to self-reporting, another limitation to the study involved the size of 
the museums surveyed. According to professional literature, many directors of small 
museums have argued that accreditation is not feasible for them. The study attempted to 
analyze accredited nonprofit museums and determine if a relationship existed between 
museum size and perceptions of benefits and costs to accreditation. Theoretically, results 
from this study may be of interest to other museums' staffs as they contemplate pursuing 
accreditation in the future. While museums included in the study were initially 
categorized by income into equal groups called "Small," "Medium," and "Large," these 
categories do not necessarily reflect the industry's multiple definitions of size. AAM, for 
example, defines "small" museums as those with budgets under $350,000. In this study's 
sample, the smaller museums had incomes of less than $1 million; however, very few of 
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the museums in this particular category actually reported incomes of less than $350,000. 
Consequently, many truly small institutions may still find the study's results limited in 
their direct applicability. 
A further limitation of the study is that the survey design did not take into account 
other specific museum characteristics that may have influenced perceptions of 
accreditation's benefits and costs. The study looked at organizational size, but it did not 
address issues such as leadership ability, type of museum, age of museum, the museum's 
prior reputation in its community, or the influence of professional networks other than 
AAM (such as regional or state museum associations). A final limitation had to do with 
the study's definitions of accreditation's benefits and costs. The specific list of benefits 
and costs was purposely drawn from AAM's accreditation handbook. On the other hand, 
the museums surveyed may have experienced benefits and costs not listed in the 
questionnaire. In order to partially address this limitation, an item was added to the 
questionnaire that asked respondents to list any other particular benefit they may have 
experienced as a result of accreditation. 
While some limitations were present, no major ethical issues were posed by this 
research study. The respondents were chosen through a combination of public 
information available on the AAM and GuideStar (2002) Internet sites. Furthermore, the 
survey was confidential. At 750, the list of accredited museums was sufficiently long so 
that individuals and the museum community should not have been able to identify which 
organizations in the sample of 210 participated in the study. In all, it was expected that 
only minor organizational resources would be required in order to complete the 
questionnaire and thus participate in the study. 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS 
Respondent Characteristics 
The approach letter and survey questionnaire were initially mailed to 210 
accredited museums nationwide. After one week, a follow-up postcard was mailed to all 
museums, serving both to thank those organizations that had already replied and to 
remind others to complete and return the questionnaire. After an additional two weeks, a 
second copy of the questionnaire was mailed to all those museums that still had not yet 
replied. At the end of the survey period, 9 museums had declined to participate, while a 
total of 122 questionnaires were received. These responses appeared to be relatively 
evenly divided among the initial size categories chosen. Forty-one of those responses 
were represented by museums that had annual incomes of less than $1 million, 42 came 
from those museums with incomes between $1 million and $5 million, and 33 responses 
came from museums with incomes greater than $5 million. Eight of the returned 
questionnaires were deemed unusable, either because a duplicate questionnaire was 
received from two individuals from the same museum or because the questionnaire was 
received late. In all, data was collected from 114 usable questionnaires, representing a 
54% response rate. 
The questionnaire was mailed to the attention of each sample museum's 
Executive Director, with the hope that a majority of the responses would come from a 
staff member who possessed both a leadership role in the museum itself, as well as a 
leadership role in that museum's last accreditation process. The goal was to gain as much 
feedback as possible from those individuals who had first-hand experience in leading an 
accreditation effort and who had seen the actual results of accreditation. The survey 
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responses largely reflected this goal. Seventy-eight percent of the respondents listed their 
title as one of the following: Director, Executive Director, Interim Director, or 
President/CEO. The remaining 22% had various position titles. Seventy percent of the 
respondents also stated that they held a leadership role in their museums' most recent 
accreditation processes. 
The sample population represented museums of various sizes, as determined by 
budget. The responses to questionnaire item 1 (Estimated Annual Budget for Current 
Fiscal Year) are summarized in Table 3.1. Upon examination of the frequency 
Table 3.1: Museum Budget Statistics 
Characteristic 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Mean 
Median 
Number 
Amount 
$ 155,000 
$60,000,000 
$ 3,845,563 
$ 2,000,000 
112 
distribution, it was determined that the responses fell fairly evenly into three distinct 
categories: those museums with budgets under $1 million, museums with budgets 
between $1 million and $3 million, and museums with budgets greater than $3 million. 
These categories thus formed the basis of a new variable for Museum Size which would 
be used for further data collection and comparisons. The museums with budgets under $1 
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million, as well as museums with budgets between $1 million and $ 3 million, each 
comprised 34.2% ofthe sample. 
As did sizes, the accreditation histories of the sample museums varied. 
Accreditation History was determined by the number of times an individual museum had 
been accredited and by the number of years since a museum was accredited. In the 
sample, the number of times accredited ranged from a minimum of 1 to a maximum of 6. 
Mode and median responses were both 2. A new variable for this data was created which 
divided responses into three categories: accredited 1 time, accredited 2 times, or 
accredited 3 or more times. Of the respondents, 15.8% had been accredited once, 43.9% 
had been accredited twice, and 32.5% had been accredited 3 or more times. With respect 
to the number of years since a museum's last accreditation was earned, the mode was 3, 
the median was 5, and the mean number was 5.44 years. Once again, a new ordinal 
variable was created by dividing these responses roughly into thirds. The new variable for 
years since last accredited divided responses into the following three categories: 0-3 
years, 4-6 years, and greater than 6 years. Of the respondents, 31.6% had been accredited 
or re-accredited within the previous three years, 3 7. 7% within the previous 4-6 years, and 
28.1% six or more years before. Most museums in the survey had been accredited twice, 
most recently within the previous four to six years. 
Construction of Indices and Univariate Findings 
Key objectives of the study involved determining how museum personnel 
perceived both the general benefit and cost of accreditation, as well as AAM' s 16 
specifically-defined benefits representing four areas: Clearer Sense of Purpose, Sound 
Management, Improved Facilities, and Enhanced Credibility. Respondents were asked to 
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rate their perceptions of the overall benefits and costs of accreditation on a scale of 1 to 7, 
while they were asked to rate each of the 16 specific benefits on a scale of 1 to 5. An 
additional research question asked to what extent a difference might exist between the 
benefits that museums expected to receive from accreditation and the benefits they 
actually experienced once accreditation was earned. 
In order to help create additional meaning, respondents' ratings on the specific 
benefit questions were used to create two indices. One index was created by adding 
together all of a particular respondent's answers to questionnaire item 8: What Benefits 
Did Your Museum Expect to Receive from Accreditation? The other index was created 
by adding together all of a respondent's answers to questionnaire item 9: What Benefits 
Did Your Museum Actually Experience from Accreditation? The possible index scores 
ranged from a low of 16 to a high of80. In addition to the indices for expected and 
experienced accreditation benefits, another variable was created to represent the 
difference between the benefits that a museum expected from accreditation and the 
benefits it actually experienced. This variable was formed by subtracting a particular 
respondent's score on the index of benefits experienced from the score on the index of 
benefits expected. A positive result indicated that the museum's experiences fell below 
expectations, while a negative result indicated that the museum's experiences surpassed 
its expectations of accreditation. Table 3.2 shows the univariate findings for museums' 
overall perceptions of accreditation's benefits and costs. In reference to the costs of 
undergoing accreditation, respondents' answers revealed a distinction in the perception of 
overall monetary versus time-related costs. Perceptions were of relatively low monetary 
costs. Most rated their experience with monetary costs at 2 on a scale of 1 to 7, while the 
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median rating was 3. Time costs were perceived much differently, with most respondents 
rating the cost at 5. The median rating was also 5 on the same 1-to-7 scale. This suggests 
that, as far as most of the sample museums were concerned, the greatest cost related to 
earning accreditation came from the relatively lengthy amount of time associated with 
completion of the self-study and preparation for the accreditation committee's visit. 
Judging from the data in the table, the respondents rated their overall perceptions 
of the benefit of both the accreditation process and accredited status as very high, 
indicating that they found the accreditation program as a whole to be very worthwhile. 
Table 3.2: Overall Accreditation Cost and Benefit Ratings 
Overall Perception Number Range Mode(s) Median Mean 
Costs 
Monetary 106 1 - 7 2 3 
Time 107 1 - 7 5 5 
Benefits 
Process of Accreditation 110 2-7 6, 7 6 
Accredited Status 112 2-7 6 6 
Expected Benefits 107 21- 75 59 53 51.10 
Experienced Benefits 105 20-77 50 50 49.20 
Difference 103 -19-28 2.55 
(Expected - Experienced) 
With regard to the indices, respondents also had reasonably high expectations of and 
experiences with the 16 identified specific benefits of accreditation. For each index, a 
respondent's minimum possible score was 16, while its maximum possible score was 80. 
The mean score for expected benefits was 51.1 0, the mean score for experienced benefits 
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was 49.20, and the mean score for the difference was 2.55. This suggests that while both 
were reasonably high, museums received certain benefits from accreditation at a rate just 
under what they expected. Figure 3.1 illustrates the breakdown in differences between 
respondents' expectations and experiences. The results showing that expected and 
experienced differences were, on the whole, very similar was not necessarily unexpected. 
However, a few of those surveyed did report a wide disconnect between expectations and 
experiences of accreditation's benefits. Thirteen had scores where expectations 
outweighed experiences by a margin of at least 11. Only 3 respondents had scores where 
Figure 3.1: Difference Between Expected and Experienced Benefits Indices 
40~-----------------------------------------------, 
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10 
Difference 
experiences surpassed expectations by at least 12. Unfortunately, very few of those 
respondents included any written comments on their questionnaires which would help 
illuminate the reasoning behind their scores. Only one comment seemed reflective of the 
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view that a particular museum did not see the benefits that were hoped for: "As we speak, 
the staff and board are discussing whether AAM accreditation is worth the time and 
effort." 
In addition to evaluating accreditation's overall benefits and costs, the study also 
sought to determine the degree to which museums expected to see certain benefits and the 
degree to which respondents actually felt they experienced those same benefits. In other 
words, which specific benefits were expected more than others, and which benefits were 
seen more than others? Table 3.3 shows the univariate statistics for each benefit and the 
comparisons between those benefits expected and those experienced. Analysis of the 
table showed that virtually all of the respondents' ratings fell into the middle or the 
higher end of the 1-to-5 range. The modes and medians for all ofthe benefits expected 
were either 3 or 4. Six expected benefits had a median of 4: Clearer Strengths, Aims, and 
Priorities; Guidance in the Development of Policies and Procedures; Increased Board 
Understanding of Standard Museum Practices; Increased Staff Professionalism; Ease of 
Obtaining Objects on Loan and Traveling Exhibitions; and Greater Appeal to Prospective 
Donors and Funding Sources. With 10 of the 16 benefits, the modal and median 
responses for benefits expected were exactly the same as for benefits experienced. This 
similarity is likely due, in great part, to the nature of retrospective reporting and the 
concept of response bias which states, "People who do not remember their original 
prediction rely on the outcome in an attempt to recall what they originally thought" 
(Bonds-Raacke et al., p. 1 ). The following, experienced benefits also had modal and 
median values of 4: Clearer Strengths, Aims, and Priorities; Guidance in Policy and 
Procedure Development; Increased Board Understanding of Standard Museum 
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Table 3.3: Accreditation Benefits Expected and Experienced- Univariate Statistics 
Specific Benefit 
Expected Benefits 
Mode Mdn 
Experienced Benefits 
Mode Mdn 
Clearer Sense of Purpose 
Better Defined Mission 3 3 3 3 
Clearer Strengths, Aims, Priorities 4 4 4 4 
Confidence in Identity and Service 4 3 3 3 
Sound Management 
Policy and Procedure Guidance 4 4 4 4 
Better Staff/Board Relationship 3 3 3 3 
Increased Board Understanding 4 4 4 4 
Increased Staff Professionalism 4 4 4 4 
Improved Facilities 
Improved Physical Plant 4 3 4 3 
Capital Improvement Support 4 3 3 3 
Enhanced Credibility 
Greater Community Visibility 3 3 3 3 
Strengthened Fundraising Efforts 4 3 4 3 
Ability to Reach New Audiences 3 3 3 2 
Secure New MembersNolunteers 3 3 3 2 
Ease of Obtaining Objects/Exhibitions 4 4 4 4 
Attract Highly Qualified Staff 4 3 3 3 
Greater Donor Appeal 4 4 4 3 
Note. Number of responses ranged from 103-107. 
Practices; Increased Staff Professionalism; and Ease of Obtaining Objects on Loan and 
Traveling Exhibitions. The least experienced benefits reported by respondents were a 
museum's Ability to Reach New Audiences and Ability to Secure New Members and 
Volunteers. Both of these items had a modal value of 3 and a median value of 2. After 
conducting a reliability analysis test, it was determined that, on a 0 to 1 scale, the 
reliability coefficient for the list of expected benefits was .88, while the reliability 
coefficient for the list of experienced benefits was .92. This suggests that, to a relatively 
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great extent, respondents who expected or experienced one benefit tended to expect or 
experience another. 
In the questionnaire, respondents were also given the opportunity to write 
comments related to the benefits and costs that their museums experienced outside of 
those already listed. A number of questionnaires did have comments, many referring to 
additional benefits. By far the most often-cited benefit had to do with the positive effect 
accreditation had on internal stakeholders. Seven respondents mentioned that 
accreditation was a source of increased pride, validation, morale, or self-esteem. Another 
common benefit was an increase in the museum's reputation or ability to stand out; four 
comments were received in this area. Respondents took pride, for example, in being the 
first accredited aerospace museum or the only accredited Latino museum. Finally, four 
respondents indicated an additional benefit of increased positive media attention or 
publicity as a result of accreditation. When asked about additional costs, four respondents 
referred to some costs for facility improvements. Three respondents commented that 
while the process may have been expensive and/or time-consuming, the benefits of 
accreditation were worth the expected time and expense. A full list of respondents' 
written comments is provided in Appendix E. 
Bivariate Findings 
Museum Size 
The final research questions were addressed by analyzing bivariate findings because they 
refer to how the variables of size and accreditation history may have influenced 
museums' perceptions of accreditation's benefits and costs. The statistical tests used 
included chi square, gamma, and analysis of variance (ANOVA), In compiling bivariate 
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data, the dependent variables related to accreditation's benefits and costs were first 
compared by museum size, using the previously mentioned budget categories of under $1 
million, $1 ~3 million, and greater than $3 million. Table 4.4 shows findings for 
respondents' overall perceptions of benefits and costs. Note that, in order to help prevent 
a skewed distribution of the data, the dependent variable values were condensed. The 
Table 3.4: Overall Accreditation Cost and Benefit Ratings (Recoded) by Museum Size 
Overall Perception X2a 
Costs 
Monetary NS 
Time NS 
Benefits 
Process of Accreditation 11.07* 
Accredited Status 13.77** 
Difference (Expected - Experienced) NS 
Note. Number of responses ranged from 101~110. NS ==Not Significant 
adf== 4 
*p< .05 
**p < .01 
y 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
values for these cost and benefit variables were originally on a scale of 1 to 7; however 
they were collapsed to form new values of Low (original ratings of 1-3), Medium 
(original ratings of 4-5), and High (original ratings of 6-7). In addition, the Difference in 
Expected versus Experienced Benefits had its original responses condensed to form the 
values More, Same, and Less than Expected. 
Utilizing the recoded variable calculations, the chi square figures for both the 
variables Benefit of the Accreditation Process and Benefit of Accredited Status did reveal 
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a significant association within the population, meaning that the null hypothesis could not 
be assumed. The findings from the sample may be generalized to the population of 
accredited museums, with a known risk of being wrong. Because the gamma values were 
not statistically significant, however, an ordinal pattern of responses could not be 
assumed. Consequently, the percentage distributions were examined to see how strongly 
different-sized museums rated the benefit of accreditation. The percentage distributions 
are shown in Tables A.l and A.2 in Appendix A. In Table A.l, for example, the results of 
the crosstabulation show that a majority of the respondents (60.2%) rated the 
accreditation process as having a high benefit, while only 5.6% gave it a low rating. 
Interestingly, though, the medium-sized museums (those with budgets between $1 and $3 
million) were the group most likely to rate their perception of benefit as high, with 76.9% 
choosing that category. The smaller museums were next with 59.5% of them indicating a 
high rating. A very similar pattern also emerged when respondents were asked about the 
benefit of being accredited (accredited status). According to Table A.2, the majority of 
total respondents (55.5%) rated their perception of benefit at the high level. Once again, 
the medium-sized museums were most likely to indicate a high rating (74.4%), followed 
by the smaller museums with 52.6%. In summary, while a majority of museums of all 
sizes experienced a high degree of benefit with regard to accreditation, the medium-sized 
museums appeared to derive the most benefit from the overall accreditation process and 
their accredited status. 
In order to determine whether or not any associations existed between museum 
size and their perceptions of the total benefits expected versus experienced, two one-way 
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ANOV A tests were conducted using the indices created for expected and experienced 
benefits. The first test compared museums of different sizes by the variable representing 
the index difference (Expected Benefits - Experienced Benefits). While the results 
showed no statistically significant association, there was a visible gap between groups 
with regard to the mean differences. In this case, the smaller and medium-sized museums 
had very similar mean differences (1.81 and 1.03, respectively). However, the larger 
museums had a mean difference of 4.97, indicating that, compared to their counterparts, 
their expectations for accreditation were noticeably higher than the results they 
witnessed. The other ANOV A test looked separately at the index scores recorded for 
Expected Benefits and then for Experienced Benefits and compared them to the size of 
the museum. The test for Expected Benefits showed no significant association; however, 
the index of Experienced Benefits did yield an association at the .01 significance level. 
According to the Scheffe Post Hoc test, there was a statistically significant relationship 
because the index scores for the medium-sized museums were significantly higher than 
the larger sized museums (The difference in mean scores between the medium-sized and 
larger museums was 9.04). In other words, the largest museums experienced a 
significantly lesser degree of benefits from accreditation. The ANOVA results are shown 
in Table 3.5. 
With regard to examination of the individual bivariate statistics for the 16 specific 
benefits as they related to museum size, respondents' benefit ratings on the original1-to-
5 scale were again converted to a new scale with Low (original ratings of 1-2), Medium 
(original rating of 3), and High (original ratings of 4-5) values. From the analysis, several 
instances of statistical significance were discovered, as shown in Table 3.6. As far as 
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Table 3.5: Analysis ofVariance for Museum Size and Accreditation Benefits 
Source df M F p 
Between Groups 
Index of Expected Benefits 2 51.01 1.40 .25 
Index of Experienced Benefits 2 49.13 4.68* .01 
Difference (Expected - Experienced) 2 2.51 2.14 .12 
*p < .05 
expected benefits were concerned, the initial calculations yielded a statistically 
significant chi square value for only one benefit-Incentive to Improve the Physical 
Plant. Negative gamma values showing a significant strength of association in the sample 
were also recorded for the benefits Greater Community Visibility and Strengthened 
Fundraising Efforts. When the data were examined for experienced benefits, museum 
size appeared to have the greatest impact on the benefits related to Sound M~agement 
because statistically significant associations were found for three out of four benefits in 
this category: Guidance in Policy and Procedure Development, Increased Board 
Understanding, and Increased Staff Professionalism. Significant associations were also 
found for three other benefits: Confidence in Identity and Public Service, Support for 
Capital Improvement, and Ability to Secure New Members and Volunteers. Ironically, 
none of the associations found in the expected list of benefits translated to associations 
found within the benefits the museums actually experienced. 
Tables A.3 through A.8 in Appendix A represent the crosstabulations for the six 
benefits that museums experienced which yielded a significant negative association, 
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Table 3.6: Accreditation Benefits Expected and Experienced (Recoded)- By Museum Size 
Expected Benefits Experienced Benefits 
Specific Benefit X2a r X2a r 
Clearer Sense of Purpose 
Better Defined Mission NS NS NS NS 
Clearer Strengths, Aims, Priorities NS NS NS NS 
Confidence in Identity and Service NS NS 9.52* - .27* 
Sound Management 
Policy and Procedure Guidance NS NS NS - .27* 
Better Staff/Board Relationship NS NS NS NS 
Increased Board Understanding NS NS NS - .26* 
Increased Staff Professionalism NS NS 11.49* - .34** 
Improved Facilities 
Improved Physical Plant 10.38* NS NS NS 
Capital Improvement Support NS NS 10.12* NS 
Enhanced Credibility 
Greater Community Visibility NS - .29* NS NS 
Strengthened Fundraising Efforts NS - .39** NS NS 
Ability to Reach New Audiences NS NS NS NS 
Secure New MembersNolunteers NS NS 9.67* NS 
Ease of Obtaining Objects/Exhibitions NS NS NS NS 
Attract Highly Qualified Staff NS NS NS NS 
Greater Donor Appeal NS NS NS NS 
Note. Number of responses ranged from 101-105. Respondents were originally asked to rate their 
perceptions of each benefit on a 1-5 scale. NS =Not Significant. 
adj=4 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
either within the sample (gamma) or compared to the population at large (chi square). 
The percentage distributions for these individual benefits were analyzed, just as with 
different sized museums' perceptions of accreditation's overall benefit. Similarly, this 
analysis indicated that the medium-sized museums tended to see certain benefits to the 
greatest degree, followed by the smaller museums. Tables A.3, A.6, and A.7, for 
example, show that the medium-sized museums were most likely to report a rating of 
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High with regard to their experience of Increased Confidence in Identity and Public 
Service (54 .1% ), Increased Staff Professionalism ( 63.9% ), and Support for Capital 
Improvement (55.6%). The smaller museums were the next group most likely to give 
these benefits a rating of High. In the case of two other benefits, the association was more 
linear. Tables A.4 and AS show that the smaller museums were most inclined to have 
experienced Guidance in Policy and Procedure Development and Increased Board 
Understanding to a high degree (66.7% and 63.9%, respectively), followed by the 
medium-sized museums. With each of these statistically significant variables, the 
crosstabulations show that the larger museums were the group least likely to have given a 
particular benefit a High rating. In most cases, larger museums were most likely to give 
the benefits a Low rating, indicating that their experiences were not necessarily as 
positive as those of the smaller and medium-sized museums. Only one significant 
variable, the Ability to Secure New Members and Volunteers, reversed the overall pattern 
of "High" as the rating chosen most often. In this instance, Table A.8 shows that a 
majority of respondents rated their experience with this benefit in the Low category, 
thereby suggesting that accreditation was not much of a factor in helping their museums 
secure new members or volunteer support. The smaller museums were most likely to give 
this benefit a High rating, although only 13.9% did so. 
Accreditation History 
As with the museum size, the independent variables representing a museum's 
accreditation history were also compared with responses for accreditation benefits and 
costs to see if any associations exist. Bivariate analysis for one of these variables, the 
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Number of Times Accredited, was first conducted. Chi square and gamma results were 
initially gathered to compare the number of times a museum had been accredited with its 
Table 3.7: Overall Accreditation Cost and Benefit Ratings (Recoded) by Number of 
Times Accredited 
Overall Perception x2a 
Costs 
Monetary NS 
Time 12.13* 
Benefits 
Process of Accreditation NS 
Accredited Status NS 
Difference (Expected - Experienced) NS 
Note.Number of responses ranged from 99-103. NS =Not Significant. 
adf=4 
*p < .05 
**p<.01 
y 
.40** 
.39** 
NS 
NS 
NS 
overall perceptions of accreditation's benefits and costs. Once again, the original 
questionnaire ratings for these dependent variables were condensed from a 1-to-7 scale to 
a scale with the values Low, Medium, and High to help prevent a skewed distribution of 
the data. Results are shown in Table 3.7. 
It should be noted that only a few options existed for the number of possible times 
that a museum in the sample could have been accredited. When looking at the frequency 
distribution for this variable, it was discovered that the responses did not distribute 
evenly; consequently, the data may be somewhat skewed as far as these particular results 
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are concerned. While the number of times accredited did not appear to significantly affect 
respondents' perceptions of accreditation's overall benefit, it did appear to affect 
perceptions of program costs. The data revealed some quite interesting and unexpected 
results. The fact that the gamma values showed moderately positive associations between 
the number of times accredited and accreditation costs was highly unexpected and 
seemed very counterintuitive. It seemed logical to assume that the perception of costs 
would improve (be lower) the more times that a museum participated in accreditation, but 
the results showed that not all respondents felt this way. Table A.9 shows the percentage 
distribution related to perception of monetary costs. As previously stated, the majority of 
respondents did indeed feel that overall monetary costs associated with accreditation 
were Low. On the other hand, the museums which had been accredited once or twice 
were more likely to rate monetary costs as Low compared to those museums accredited 
three or more times. Likewise, six museums that had been accredited three or more times 
rated the monetary costs as High, compared with three museums that had been accredited 
twice and no museums accredited once. 
As far as time costs were concerned, a majority of the museums accredited three 
or more times (54.1 %) rated the time costs associated with accreditation as High, 
compared to only 21.3% of those museums accredited twice and 25.0% of those 
museums accredited only once. In all, the more times a museum participated in 
accreditation, the more expensive its stakeholders appeared to perceive that process to be. 
The findings seem to be supported by the following comment from one respondent, "As 
an unsolicited observation, the ongoing costs to maintain the museum's accreditation 
seem inappropriately high." However, as already stated, numerous respondents asserted 
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that while the costs may have been burdensome, they were outweighed by the overall 
benefits of accreditation. 
Just as the number of times that a museum had been accredited did not seem to 
affect its perception of accreditation's overall benefit, so was it discovered that the 
number oftimes accredited did not affect perceptions of individual benefits. Save for one 
instance of a significant gamma calculation (Expected Greater Donor Appeal) that was 
most likely the result of a skewed data distribution, no significant associations were 
found between specific benefits either expected or experienced and the number of times a 
museum had been accredited. 
In addition to the number of times accredited, data were also collected to examine 
whether the number of years that had passed since a museum's last accreditation had any 
effect on its perceptions of accreditation's benefits and costs. Just as before, the original 
scale of 1 to 7 on overall benefits and costs was collapsed to form a new scale with values 
of Low, Medium, and High. In this case, there appeared to be absolutely no statistically 
significant associations between the perceptions of accreditation's overall benefits and 
costs and the number of years since a museum was last accredited. 
A somewhat different picture emerged upon examination of how 
perceptions of individual benefits were affected by the number of years since a museum's 
last accreditation occurred. As summarized in Table 3.8, the results this time showed a 
series of strong associations. When looking at which benefits museums expected to see, 
the only significant gamma value corresponded to the benefit Better Relationship 
Between Staff and Board Members (a positive association), implying that Board/Staff 
relations were expected to improve the further a museum progressed into its 
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Table 3.8: Accreditation Benefits Expected & Experienced (Recoded) By Years Since 
Accreditation 
Expected Benefits Experienced Benefits 
Specific Benefit X2a r X2a r 
Clearer Sense of Purpose 
Better Defined Mission NS NS NS NS 
Clearer Strengths, Aims, Priorities NS NS NS NS 
Confidence in Identity and Service NS NS NS NS 
Sound Management 
Policy and Procedure Guidance NS NS NS NS 
Better Staff/Board Relationship NS .26* NS NS 
Increased Board Understanding NS NS NS NS 
Increased Staff Professionalism NS NS NS NS 
Improved Facilities 
Improved Physical Plant NS NS NS NS 
Capital Improvement Support NS NS NS NS 
Enhanced Credibility 
Greater Community Visibility 9.48* NS NS NS 
Strengthened Fundraising Efforts 11.68* NS 16.37** NS 
Ability to Reach New Audiences 14.81 ** NS 21.15** NS 
Secure New MembersNolunteers 12.09* NS 18.92** NS 
Ease of Obtaining Objects/Exhibitions 17.43** NS 17.81** NS 
Attract Highly Qualified Staff 15.24** NS 20.71** .28* 
Greater Donor Appeal 12.73* NS 19.91** NS 
Note. Number of responses ranged from 101-106. Respondents were originally asked to rate their 
perceptions of each individual benefit on a 1-5 scale. NS =Not Significant. 
adf=4 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
accreditation period. Curiously, significant chi square results were also noted for all of 
the benefits under the label Enhanced Credibility. 
When the focus was changed to analyze how these same benefits were 
experienced by museums in different stages of their accreditation, a similar pattern 
emerged. Once again, statistically significant chi square values (each below the .Ollevel) 
were discovered for all but one of the benefits listed under the heading Enhanced 
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Credibility. This suggests that there was a significant relationship between the number of 
years since a museum had last earned its accreditation and the degree of perceived 
enhancement of its credibility as a result of accreditation. The crosstabulations in Tables 
A.ll through A.16 (Appendix A) give the percentage distributions for each of the six 
experienced benefits that showed statistically significant associations. A pattern was 
detected among the crosstabulations suggesting that benefits related to Enhanced 
Credibility were perceived to be the greatest during the middle years of a museum's 
accreditation (accredited within the past 4 to 6 years). In each instance, museums 
accredited within the past 4 to 6 years were the group most likely to report a High rating 
and least likely to report a Low rating for the particular benefit in question. At the same 
time, museums accredited within the previous 3 years were most likely to report a Low 
rating for each of the benefits. In summary, the percentage distributions shown in Tables 
A. II through A.l6 support the assumption that museums in the initial stage of their 
accreditation period (the first 3 years) did not necessarily have enough time to perceive 
the benefits associated with Enhanced Credibility. Those museums in the middle stage of 
accreditation (years 4 to 6) however, seemed to perceive the greatest level of benefits. 
Finally, by the time museums reached the latter stage (accredited over 6 years before), 
they appeared to have hit a plateau with regard to their perception of accreditation's 
ability to positively influence their level of credibility. 
Respondents' Written Comments 
Many survey respondents added written comments to their questionnaires. In all, 
approximately 80 comments were received and have been listed in Appendix E. 
Comments were divided into three categories. The first category included responses to 
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questionnaire item 1 0 (Did your museum experience any benefits from accreditation 
other than those listed above?). Comments in this category tended to center on themes of 
improvement in morale, management, prestige and publicity, and program-related issues. 
With regard to morale, seven comments were made about the positive effects of 
accreditation on stakeholders. One such comment was, "Staff, board, volunteers, 
members felt very proud of [their] accomplishment." As far as additional management-
related benefits were concerned, several respondents mentioned that the accreditation 
process led to activities such as strategic planning, formalized self-assessment, and board 
members' improved education and participation. Accreditation also resulted in enhanced 
public relations or publicity for approximately four museums, and it became a marker of 
prestige and acceptance to other museum colleagues. One respondent commented, "I 
think that while accreditation may not increase visibility or respect within the 
community, it does within the museum field." Finally, a number of respondents 
commented that accreditation led to improvements in certain museum-specific areas, 
such as conservation and collections management. 
With regard to questionnaire item 13 (Did your museum experience any costs 
from accreditation other than those listed above?), many of the comments proved helpful 
because they served to expand on the concepts of monetary and time costs used in the 
study. The literature (Lysaught, 1994) mentioned that people are often in disagreement 
over the specific nature of costs associated with accreditation. In essence, then, the 
comments provided by this study's respondents yielded a shortlist of specific types of 
costs related to museum accreditation. Examples include costs related to hiring a 
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consultant or extra staff, facility improvements, materials production, travel for the 
visiting committee, photography, and a growing annual participation fee. 
A number of additional written comments were received which reflected a range 
of opinions. Some of these comments, however, stood out because they appeared to 
correspond to certain findings in the survey results. As previously mentioned, several 
respondents claimed that the costs of accreditation were burdensome, but were 
outweighed by the benefits received. In other words, they were "well worth it." This 
sentiment was reflected in the data which showed median ratings for perceptions of 
accreditation's overall benefit that were higher than those for perceptions of cost. In 
addition, a major finding of the study was that the smaller and medium-sized museums 
appeared to perceive a greater level of benefit from accreditation than the larger 
museums. The finding was supported by one particular respondent who stated, "We are a 
large museum in a big metropolitan area. My feeling is that accreditation is more 
valuable to smaller museums." 
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CHAPTER FOUR: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Review of the Problem 
This research study was initially undertaken in order to learn more about 
museums' various thoughts on and experiences with the American Association of 
Museums (AAM) Accreditation Program. The study first sought to ascertain participating 
museums' perceptions of their overall experience with this program. Museums were 
asked to rate their perceptions of the overall benefit of both the accreditation process as 
well as their accredited status. In similar fashion, they were asked to rate their perceptions 
of the overall monetary and time costs associated with the program. In other words, how 
expensive did they feel it was to become accredited? In addition to looking at the general 
benefit and cost associated with accreditation, the study also chose to focus on specific 
accreditation-related benefits. In its Accreditation Handbook, AAM promoted a list of 16 
individual benefits that museums may expect to see as a result of earning accreditation. 
The study thus attempted to discover which of these benefits participating museums had 
really expected to receive as a result of accreditation, as well as which benefits 
stakeholders actually felt that they experienced once accreditation was earned. 
While the study was initially concerned with museums' ideas about accreditation 
benefits and costs, it was also concerned with how these perceptions may have been 
affected by different circumstances or different organizational characteristics. Namely, 
the study wished to see to what degree the size of the museum or its history with the 
AAM Accreditation Program had affected its views. For purposes of this study, a 
museum's size was determined by its self-reported estimated annual budget. Its 
accreditation history was determined by two different factors: the number of times 
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accredited and the number of years since it last earned accredited status. The study 
hypothesized that size and accreditation history would most likely have some effect on 
museums' expectations of and experiences with accreditation; however, the degree to 
which they might be affected was unknown. 
Discussion of Findings 
With regard to the study's first two research questions related to museums' 
expectations of and experiences with accreditation benefits, participating respondents 
tended to report very positive experiences with the AAM Accreditation Program. Some 
of the highest ratings they provided in the survey were for their perceptions of the overall 
benefit of both the accreditation process and their accredited status. For example, on a 1-
to-7 scale, most respondents rated their museums' experiences with the accreditation 
process as a 6 or 7. In fact, 6 was the median rating for both process and status. In 
addition to overall perceptions, generally positive results were reported for each of the 16 
individual benefits listed in the questionnaire. On a 1-to-5 scale, virtually all of the 
median ratings were either 3 or 4, indicating that respondents' museums both expected 
and experienced these benefits to either a medium or relatively high degree. Respondents 
reported that they experienced only two specific benefits to a slightly lesser degree: the 
Ability to Reach New Audiences and the Ability to Secure New Members and 
Volunteers. 
Museums appeared to see the following five benefits to the greatest degree 
following their last accreditation: Clearer Strengths, Aims, and Priorities; Guidance in 
Policy and Procedure Development; Increased Board Understanding of Standard 
Museum Practices; Increased Staff Professionalism; and Greater Ease in Obtaining 
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Objects on Loan and Traveling Exhibitions. It should be noted that the majority of these 
five benefits fell into the category defined by AAM as Sound Management. An 
examination of median responses indicated that, prior to accreditation, museums had 
expected to see these same five benefits to the same degree that they reported actually 
experiencing them after accreditation. Only the benefit of Greater Appeal to Prospective 
Donors was expected at the same level but experienced to a slightly lesser degree. Upon 
examination of two indices created to measure respondents' expectations of and 
experiences with these benefits, it was determined that museums' experiences with the 
sixteen individual benefits largely mirrored their expectations. On average, expectations 
were just a little higher. 
While museums experienced accreditation's benefits to a fairly high degree, the 
process was not immune from cost. Monetary costs associated with accreditation did not 
seem to cause too much concern; however, respondents identified time-related costs as a 
greater issue. Monetary costs, for example, received a median rating of 3 on a 1-to-7 
scale. Time costs, on the other hand, received a median rating of 5. Although time costs 
may have been considered high, a number of respondents chose to add that the benefits 
received from the program were worth the time and effort expended. 
The last research question asked whether or not size or accreditation history made 
any difference with regard to museums' perceptions of accreditation. In this study, 
museum size did matter in certain instances, sometimes in an unexpected fashion. 
Overall, a statistically significant association was found to exist between the size of a 
museum and its perceptions of the overall benefits of both the accreditation process and 
accredited status. This association revealed that, in both cases, the medium-sized 
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museums followed by the smaller museums in the study found accreditation to be more 
beneficial than did the larger museums. When it came to the individual benefits, an 
association was found between museum size and the expectation of the following 
benefits: Incentive to Improve the Physical Plant, Increased Community Visibility, and 
Strengthened Fundraising Efforts. When looking at actual experiences with accreditation, 
however, significant associations were seen for different benefits. These included 
Confidence in Identity and Ability to Serve the Public, Guidance in Policy and Procedure 
Development, Increased Board Understanding, Increased Staff Professionalism, Support 
for Capital Improvements, and Ability to Secure New Members and Volunteers. Analysis 
of the percentage distributions for many of these individual benefits showed that the 
medium sized museums (defined as those with budgets between $1 and $3 million) 
seemed to perceive the most positive experiences, followed by the smaller museums. 
Furthermore, ANOVA results showed, when it came to analyzing ratings for these 
individual benefits, that the larger sized museums experienced significantly less benefit 
from accreditation than the medium sized museums. 
One of the most interesting results related to museum size had to do with 
perceptions of accreditation costs. It originally seemed logical that an association would 
be found between museum size and accreditation cost. Because the smaller museums 
have fewer resources, it was expected that they should perceive costs as significantly 
higher. The study results, however, revealed no such significant association. 
When the effects of accreditation history were considered, results were somewhat 
different. The study revealed no association between the number of times that a museum 
had been accredited and its perception of the benefit of accreditation. No statistically 
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significant associations were found for either perceptions of overall benefit or perceptions 
of individual benefits. With regard to the number of years since a museum last received 
accreditation, no significant associations were found for perception of overall benefit. 
However, it was surprising to find significant associations for virtually all the seven 
individual benefits defined by AAM as related to Enhanced Credibility. They were both 
expected and experienced by museums. Crosstabulations for the significant experienced 
benefits suggested that the museums in the middle stage of their accreditation period 
(accredited within the last 4-6 years) tended to experience them to a higher degree. 
While the number of years since a museum last earned accreditation did not have 
any significant effect on its perceptions of accreditation costs, a very different situation 
was revealed when looking at the number of times a museum had been accredited. Strong 
positive associations were found with regard to both monetary and time costs. Museums 
which had been accredited more often were actually seeing the accreditation process as 
more expensive, both in terms of money and time required. This finding was the most 
surprising of the study. 
Implications for the Literature 
This study was originally conducted, in part, to extend the small body of literature 
related to museum accreditation. The vast amount of existing literature on accreditation 
relates to the experiences of either institutional or programmatic accreditation for 
colleges and universities. After analyzing the study results, it seems clear that museums' 
experiences with the AAM Accreditation program are similar in many ways to those of 
institutions that have undergone their own accreditation reviews. For example, Kells 
(1995) and several other researchers found that the self-study process associated with 
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accreditation was one of its best attributes because it served to help focus stakeholders on 
self-improvement. In keeping with this assertion, this study found that some of the 
highest ratings museum personnel gave were in relation to the overall benefit gained from 
the accreditation process. The literature also claimed that both self-improvement and 
agreed-upon correct management procedures help organizations to appear accountable to 
their various stakeholders. This study indicates, in part, that museums have experienced 
benefits as a result of accreditation that are related to self-improvement, sound 
management, and enhanced credibility. Therefore, it seems logical to argue that the 
Museum Accreditation Program has led to an increased level of accountability for 
participating museums. 
The literature also made mention of organizational size as a possible factor for 
influencing accreditation and performance evaluation in general. Some, such as Bozzo 
(2000) and Gammage-Tucker (1996), argued that smaller organizations tended to be put 
at a disadvantage in these types of management or evaluative situations because they 
have fewer resources and smaller capacities. While this study confirmed that costs, 
particularly related to time, were a factor for museums undergoing accreditation, there 
was no significant association between costs and museum size. In addition, the study 
results indicate that the smaller and medium-sized museums tended to experience the 
benefits of accreditation to a greater degree than the largest museums. This study's 
findings related to museum size thus appear to reveal a slight discrepancy with the 
existing literature. 
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Implications for Practice 
With regard to administrative practice, the results of this study imply that the 
AAM Accreditation Program has been worthwhile and beneficial for the vast majority of 
participating museums. Organizations saw value in both the process of becoming 
accredited, as well as in the aftermath of earning their accredited status. Museums have 
also experienced a reasonable degree of benefit in the areas defined by AAM as a Clearer 
Sense of Purpose, Sound Management, Improved Facilities, and Enhanced Credibility. 
Clearly, AAM could use these findings in their continued efforts to promote the 
Accreditation Program. They may well help encourage the majority of unaccredited 
museums to see the program as a possibility for their organizations. The Association 
could also use the findings indicating that the smaller and medium-sized museums in the 
study actually seemed to benefit more from accreditation compared with the larger 
museums. They may find these results valuable because it does appear that they are 
attempting to respond to concerns expressed by some in the field that accreditation is 
either inappropriate or beyond the reach of many small museums. As a case in point, the 
Association's 2003 Annual Meeting will feature a seminar entitled "Accreditation for the 
Small and Medium-Sized Museum" (AAM, 2003). 
While the Accreditation Program has yielded numerous benefits for participating 
museums, AAM may also want to consider the findings related to the program's costs. 
Although it did not necessarily mar their perceptions of the program, many respondents 
clearly felt that the process of earning accreditation placed a heavy time burden on their 
organizations. In addition, the unusual findings showing a positive correlation between 
the number of times accredited and perception of costs may be a cause for concern. 
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Theoretically, the more times an institution seeks accreditation, the more familiar, and 
therefore less burdensome, the process should become. The results of the study, however, 
indicated that the museums which had been accredited multiple times actually felt that 
the monetary and time costs were more burdensome. It thus stands to reason that AAM 
should look at methods to help reduce program-associated costs, both for museums 
seeking initial accreditation as well as for those seeking reaccreditation because the 
growth and survival of the Accreditation Program itself will depend on attracting new 
participants as well as retaining current ones. 
A final implication for practice relates to the AAM Accreditation Program and its 
potential acceptance as a standard measure of accountability for external stakeholders. 
Some unexpected comments were received on survey questionnaires which indicated that 
AAM accreditation status is, in fact, being used by some outside agencies as a marker of 
accountability and high standards. One respondent stated, "Subsequent to our [first] 
accreditation in the late 1980s we recommended to state officials that accreditation be a 
requirement for state funding. This recommendation was accepted. This encouraged other 
museums in Florida to seek accreditation." Another respondent stated, "Our city support 
($650,000) is contingent upon accreditation." Finally, a third respondent expressed a 
desire to see other types of funding, such as IMLS (Institute of Museum and Library 
Services) and NEH (National Endowment for the Humanities) grants, tied to 
accreditation. These comments beg the question as to whether or not a larger trend may 
emerge with governments or other agencies beginning to demand accreditation as one 
condition of funding. If this does become a trend, then it may be expected that many 
more museums will look to participate in the AAM Accreditation Program. If this does 
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happen, then AAM' s national influence may be further extended. Likewise, the program 
may begin to lose its voluntary nature if accreditation is increasingly tied to funding 
eligibility. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
This study represents only one step in learning about the effects of the AAM 
Museum Accreditation Program on its participating institutions and the potential for 
conducting further research in the area of museum accreditation is great. In the future, 
researchers may wish to compare the characteristics, perceptions, and experiences of both 
accredited and non-accredited museums. Since the museums in this study reported that 
accreditation provided a high degree of benefits, the field may find it useful to learn more 
about what factors are preventing other museums from pursuing accreditation. Options 
for additional research may also involve the use of more idiographic methods such as 
depth interviewing or case study analysis. Such methods may produce results that can 
further illuminate some of the concepts uncovered by this study. This study was able to 
answer some of the "what" questions (such as "What benefits did your museum gain 
from accreditation?"), but not necessarily answer the "why" questions. Depth interviews, 
for example, may allow a researcher to delve into the reasoning behind findings which 
implied that museums with budgets between $1 and $3 seemed to reap the greatest degree 
of benefit from accreditation, or find out why museums that have been accredited several 
times seem to experience no greater benefit from accreditation than museums which have 
only been accredited once. 
The nature and findings of this study also suggest several issues that further 
research might help resolve. One of these issues has to do with the costs of accreditation. 
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Lysaught (1994), for instance, argued that no one associated with health care 
accreditation programs could seem to agree on how to uniformly define and evaluate the 
many costs involved. This study produced somewhat counterintuitive results about 
accreditation costs, indicating that larger museums, as well as museums which had been 
accredited multiple times, tended to view accreditation's costs as relatively higher. 
Additional studies may help illustrate the rationale behind such perceptions or help 
determine whether or not museums with different characteristics are perceiving costs in 
the same fashion. One more issue to be addressed in future research comes back again to 
the impact of museum size. For purposes of this research effort, the smallest museums 
studied were considered to have annual budgets of less than $1 million, and a large 
proportion of those museums actually had budgets that fell close to the $1 million mark. 
Consequently, the majority of the organizations that participated in the survey would not 
necessarily be considered "small" by the museum field's standards. Greater attention 
should be paid to the spectrum of museums with budgets under $350,000 to see if they 
could benefit just as much from the AAM Accreditation Program as their larger 
counterparts. 
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APPENDIX A: CROSSTABULATIONS 
Table AI: Overall Benefit of Accreditation Process (Recoded) by Museum Size 
Size of Budget 
Rating Category Under $1million $I-3 million Over $3 million Total 
Low 8.1% 9.4% 5.6% 
Medium 34.2 23.1 50.0 34.3 
High 59.5 76.9 40.6 60.2 
Total 100% 100% 100% IOO% 
Number (37) (39) (32) (I08) 
Table A.2: Overall Benefit of Accredited Status (Recoded) by Museum Size 
Size of Budget 
Rating Category Under $1million $I-3 million Over $3 million Total 
Low 7.9% 5.1% 24.2% I1.8% 
Medium 39.5 20.5 39.4 32.7 
High 52.6 74.4 36.4 55.5 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (38) (39) (33) (II 0) 
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Table A.3: Experienced Confidence in Identity and Public Service (Recoded) by Museum 
Size 
Size ofBudget 
Rating Category Under $1million $1-3 million Over $3 million Total 
Low 22.2% 35.1% 25.0% 27.6% 
Medium 36.1 10.8 40.6 28.6 
High 41.7 54.1 34.4 43.8 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (36) (37) (32) (105) 
Table A.4: Experienced Guidance in Policy and Procedure Development (Recoded) by 
Museum Size 
Size of Budget 
Rating Category Under $1million $1-3 million Over $3 million Total 
Low 2.8% 16.7% 19.4% 12.6% 
Medium 30.6 27.8 32.3 30.1 
High 66.7 55.6 48.4 57.3 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (36) (36) (31) (103) 
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Table A.S: Experienced Increased Board Understanding (Recoded) by Museum Size 
Size of Budget 
Rating Category Under $1million $1-3 million Over $3 million Total 
Low 19.4% 22.2% 25.8% 22.3% 
Medium 16.7 16.7 38.7 23.3 
High 63.9 61.1 35.5 54.4 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (36) (36) (31) (103) 
Table A.6: Experienced Increased Staff Professionalism (Recoded) by Museum Size 
Size ofBudget 
Rating Category Under $1million $1-3 million Over $3 million Total 
Low 17.1% 13.9% 32.3% 20.6% 
Medium 22.9 22.2 41.9 28.4 
High 60.0 63.9 25.8 51.0 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (35) (36) (31) (102) 
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Table A. 7: Experienced Capital Improvement Support (Recoded) by Museum Size 
Size of Budget 
Rating Category Under $!million $1-3 million Over $3 million Total 
Low 30.6% 22.2% 46.7% 32.4% 
Medium 36.1 22.2 33.3 30.4 
High 33.3 55.6 20.0 37.3 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (36) (36) (30) (102) 
Table A.8: Experienced Ability to Secure New Members and Volunteers (Recoded) by 
Museum Size 
Size ofBudget 
Rating Category Under $!million $1-3 million Over $3 million Total 
Low 58.3% 36.1% 67.7% 53.4% 
Medium 27.8 55.6 25.8 36.9 
High 13.9 8.3 6.5 9.7 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (36) (36) (31) (103) 
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Table A.9: Monetary Costs (Recoded) by Number of Times Accredited 
Number of Times Accredited 
Rating Category 2 3 or more Total 
Low 68.8% 59.6% 38.9% 53.5% 
Medium 31.3 34.0 44.4 37.4 
High 6.4 16.7 9.1 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (16) (47) (36) (99) 
Table A.l 0: Time Costs (Recoded) by Number of Times Accredited 
Number of Times Accredited 
Rating Category 1 2 3 or more Total 
Low 31.3% 19.1% 13.5% 19.0% 
Medium 43.8 59.6 32.4 47.0 
High 25.0 21.3 54.1 34.0 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (16) (47) (37) (100) 
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Table A. II: Experienced Strengthened Fundraising Efforts (Recoded) by Years Since 
Accreditation 
Years Since Accreditation 
Rating Category 0-3 years 4-6 years over 6 years Total 
Low 51.5% 14.3% 39.3% 33.0% 
Medium 12.1 28.6 35.7 25.2 
High 36.4 57.1 25.0 41.7 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (33) (42) (28) (103) 
Table A.l2: Experienced Ability to Reach New Audiences (Recoded) by Years Since 
Accreditation 
Years Since Accreditation 
Rating Category 0-3 years 4-6 years over 6 years Total 
Low 78.8% 35.7% 50.0% 53.4% 
Medium 9.1 45.2 50.0 35.0 
High 12.1 19.0 11.7 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (33) (42) (28) (103) 
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Table A.l3: Experienced Ability to Secure New MembersNolunteers (Recoded) by 
Years Since Accreditation 
Years Since Accreditation 
Rating Category 0-3 years 4-6 years over 6 years Total 
Low 78.8% 35.7% 51.9% 53.9% 
Medium 12.1 47.6 48.1 36.3 
High 9.1 16.7 9.8 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (33) (42) (27) (102) 
Table A.14: Experienced Ease of Obtaining Objects/Exhibitions (Recoded) by Years 
Since Accreditation 
Years Since Accreditation 
Rating Category 0-3 years 4-6 years over 6 years Total 
Low 46.9% 7.1% 32.1% 26.5% 
Medium 12.5 21.4 28.6 20.6 
High 40.6 71.4 39.3 52.9 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (32) (42) (28) (102) 
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Table A.15: Experienced Ability to Attract Highly Qualified Staff(Recoded) by Years 
Since Accreditation 
Years Since Accreditation 
Rating Category 0-3 years 4-6 years over 6 years Total 
Low 53.1% 9.8% 21.4% 26.7% 
Medium 25.0 31.7 42.9 32.7 
High 21.9 58.5 35.7 40.6 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (32) (41) (28) (101) 
Table A.16: Experienced Greater Donor Appeal (Recoded) by Years Since Accreditation 
Years Since Accreditation 
Rating Category 0-3 years 4-6 years over 6 years Total 
Low 45.5% 7.1% 28.6% 25.2% 
Medium 21.2 23.8 39.3 27.2 
High 33.3 69.0 32.1 47.6 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number (33) (42) (28) (103) 
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY OF AAM ACCREDITED MUSEUMS 
1. Estimated annual budget for your museum for the current fiscal year: 
2. How many times has your museum been accredited by AAM? 
3. How many years has it been since your museum earned its most recent AAM accreditation? 
4. Please state your position title: 
5. Did you have a leadership role in your museum's most recent accreditation process? 
~ 0 Yes 
DNo 
6. Overall, how beneficial was the most recent process of becoming accredited for your museum? (CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER) 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not At All Beneficial Extremely Beneficial 
7. Overall, how beneficial has being accredited been for your museum? (CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER) 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not At All Beneficial Extremely Beneficial 
8. What benefits did your museum expect from accreditation? (CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER) 
Benefits Before Accreditation 
Did Not Expect Any Difference Expected a Great Deal of Difference 
A Clearer Sense of Purpose 
Better defined mission I 2 3 4 5 
Greater understanding of museum's strengths, aims, & priorities I 2 3 4 5 
Confidence in museum's identity & ability to serve the public I 2 3 4 5 
Sound Management 
Guidance in development of well-articulated policies & procedures 1 2 3 4 5 
Better working relationship between staff and board members I 2 3 4 5 
Board's increased understanding of standard museum practices I 2 3 4 5 
Stafrs increased level of professionalism 1 2 3 4 5 
00 
Vl 
Improved Facilities 
Incentive to improve physical plant I 2 3 4 5 
Leverage to attract support for capital improvements 1 2 3 4 5 
Enhanced Credibility 
Greater visibility in community 1 2 3 4 5 
Ability to strengthen fundraising efforts I 2 3 4 5 
Ability to reach new audiences I 2 3 4 5 
Ability to secure new members and volunteers I 2 3 4 5 
Ea~er to obtain objects on loan and/or traveling exhibitions I 2 3 4 5 
Ability to attract highly qualified professional staff I 2 3 4 5 
Greater appeal to prospective donors and funding sources I 2 3 4 5 
9. What benefits did your museum actually experience from accreditation? (CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER) 
Benefits After Accreditation 
Did Not Experience Experienced a Great Deal 
A Clearer Sense of Purpose 
Better defined mission 1 2 3 4 5 
Greater understanding of museum's strengths, aims, & priorities 1 2 3 4 5 
Confidence in museum's identity & ability to serve the public 1 2 3 4 5 
Sound Management 
Guidance in development of well-articulated policies & procedures 1 2 3 4 5 
Better working relationship between staff and board members I 2 3 4 5 
Board's increased understanding of standard museum practices 1 2 3 4 5 
00 
0'1 Staffs increased level of professionalism 1 2 3 4 5 
Improved Facilities 
Incentive to improve physical plant I 2 3 4 5 
Leverage to attract support for capital improvements 1 2 3 4 5 
Enhanced Credibility 
Greater visibility in community I 2 3 4 5 
Ability to strengthen fundraising efforts I 2 3 4 5 
Ability to reach new audiences 1 2 3 4 5 
Ability to secure new members and volunteers I 2 3 4 5 
Easier to obtain objects on loan and/or traveling exhibitions 1 2 3 4 5 
Ability to attract highly qualified professional staff I 2 3 4 5 
Greater appeal to prospective donors and funding sources I 2 3 4 5 
00 
-1 
10. Did your museum experience any benefits from accreditation other than those listed above? 
DYes 
D No 
Ifyes,pleasespecify ______________________________________________________________________________________ ___ 
11. During your museum's most recent accreditation process, what was your perception of the monetary costs associated with the accreditation program? "Monetary 
costs" includes application/participation fees, money spent to complete the self-study, and money spent for the on-site review. (CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE 
NUMBER) 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
Costs Not At All Prohibitive Costs Extremely Prohibitive 
12. During your museum's most recent accreditation process, what was your perception of the time costs associated with the accreditation program? "Time costs" 
includes board, staff, and volunteer time spent on the self-study and the on-site review. (CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER) 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
Costs Not At All Burdensome Costs Extremely Burdensome 
13. Did your museum experience any costs from accreditation other than those listed above? 
DYes 
DNo 
Ifyes,pleasespecify ____________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
APPENDIX C: APPROACH LETTER 
January 13, 2003 
Mr. John Doe 
Community Museum 
123 Main Street 
Anytown, CA 90000 
Dear Mr. Doe: 
My name is Sara Wendt and I am a graduate student in the College of Professional Studies at the University 
of San Francisco. In order to fulfill requirements for my master's degree in Nonprofit Administration, I am 
conducting a study of AAM-accredited museums to learn about their perceptions of the benefits they have 
received from accreditation. I hope to analyze the impact of benefits and costs to museums, as well as any 
potential relationship between a museum's size and its perceptions of accreditation. 
I am asking you to participate in this research study because I am interested in your museum's experiences 
related to the accreditation process. I learned about your museum from the AAM website and its published 
list of institutions. If you agree to take part in this study, please complete the attached survey that will ask 
you to provide some information about your museum and its accreditation history. 
It should take about ten minutes to complete the survey. Participation is voluntary, and you are free to 
decline to answer any questions you do not wish to answer. Please know that all information related to this 
study will be kept as confidential as possible and will be shared only with study persoru1el. No individual 
identities will be used in any resulting reports or publications. The goal of the study is to provide a better 
understanding of the organizational benefits that may be derived from an accreditation program. My hope 
is to share the results with you and your colleagues and provide information that the museum community 
will fmd valuable. 
If you have any questions or concerns about this research, please feel free to contact me at (415) 898-3812. 
For further information, you are welcome to contact the IRBPHS at the University of San Francisco, the 
unit concerned with protection of volunteers in research projects. IRBPHS may be reached by calling ( 415) 
422-6091, bye-mailing irbphs@usfca.edu, or by writing to the IRBPHS, University of San Francisco 
Counseling Psychology Department, Education Building, 2130 Fulton St., San Francisco, CA 94117-1080. 
Thank you very much for your attention and participation in the study. Please complete the survey and 
return it to me in the enclosed pre-addressed, pre-stamped envelope. 
Sincerely, 
Sara Wendt 
Graduate Student 
Masters in Nonprofit Administration 
University of San Francisco 
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APPENDIX D: REMINDER POSTCARD 
January 21, 2003 
Greetings Executive Director, 
Last week I mailed a questionnaire to you, asking about your museum's 
experiences with the AAM accreditation program. Your museum was originally 
chosen from AAM's published list of accredited institutions. 
If you have already completed and returned the questionnaire, please accept my 
sincerest thanks. If not, please do so today. I am especially grateful for your help 
because it is only through input from individuals like you that we can increase our 
understanding of the effects of the accreditation program on different museums. 
If you did not receive a questionnaire, or if it was misplaced, please call 415-422-
5639 or email wendt@usfca.edu and I will get another one in the mail to you today. 
Sara Wendt 
Graduate Student, University of San Francisco 
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APPENDIX E: SURVEY WRITTEN COMMENTS 
Question #10: Did your museum experience any benefits from accreditation other than 
those listed above? 
# 14 7 A clear snapshot view of the museum as it stood at this specific moment in time 
(self-study). A good prelude to strategic planning 
#208 We find the program of critical importance to assure that minimum standards are 
met here and by our institutional colleagues. 
#114 The publicity was educational for our community. 
#175 Most people don't even ask or care. 
#55 Short term board attention to critical issues. 
#200 Better understanding by the board of the respective roles of collections, research, 
and education. 
# 1 09 A sense of validation among board and staff. 
#120 Site review was a good opportunity for consulting by experts on our operations, 
LR plan, and finances. 
# 1 0 The media attention after accreditation has been very beneficial. 
#52 It is a huge point of pride! 
#67 Clearer understanding of ethics issues for board and staff. 
# 115 Self study process had value as a process and local PR coverage had value 
#24 Board of trustees began to view its roles and responsibilities more appropriately. 
Accreditation process forced board to go thru formal (rather than informal) 
planning process I had been advocating. 
#73 Sense of pride and accomplishment; reinforced our thinking in terms of who and 
what we are. 
#20 1 Institutional self-esteem 
# 185 Received excellent press because it happened within two years of expanding our 
facility and on the heels of a blockbuster exhibition. 
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#2 We are able to obtain an exhibit from Spain of rare religious masterpieces for an 
exhibit this yr. 
#51 Helps in getting permits from Govt. agencies; signifies we are a professional 
repository for paleo specimens. 
#4 7 Good for staff morale. 
#87 Able to attract gifts to the collection. 
#100 Since we are the only Latino museum that is accredited, it has given us a better 
national reputation. 
#85 The process was educational for Trustees and new staff. 
#190 Received safer tax exemption from state. 
#75 Staff satisfaction, knowledge from self-study 
#59 Director now serves AAM as visiting committee member 
# 107 Subsequent to our 1st accreditation in the late 1980s we recommended to state 
officials that accreditation be a requirement for state funding. This. 
recommendation was accepted. This encouraged other museums in Florida to seek 
accreditation. 
#81 Gaining skills in self-evaluation and assessment at an organization level 
# 188 Meeting professional standards in the field vis a vis the physical plant has 
provided impetus for the capital campaign. 
#205 Guidelines for conservation efforts and provenance issues. 
#97 Greater knowledge of areas of weakness 
#40 Staff, board, volunteers, members felt very proud of accomplishment-very 
positive impact of outside professional assessment. 
#34 I think that while accreditation may not increase visibility or respect within the 
community, it does within the museum field. 
#96 Provided an excellent orientation for our new President/CEO. 
#57 More credibility with in-state peers. 
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#86 It is a marker in the life of the institution and we anticipate progress at the time of 
the next reaccreditation. 
#98 Our city support ($650,000) is contingent upon accreditation. 
#54 Specific checklist for review is useful for timed assessment. 
#35 Understanding the need for patterned change. 
#176 Possibly useful for self-understanding and assessment. 
#138 Somewhat helpful in clarifying roles of staffvs. board. 
#124 Prestige among our museum colleagues. 
# 128 Enhanced collections management in terms of environmental monitoring 
equipment as well as record-keeping. 
#66 We are pushing the Accreditation in our marketing materials and to County 
Commissioners. 
#150 Not clear how much funders use as criteria. 
# 118 An enhanced prestige among non-accredited aviation museums (ours was the first 
aero-theme museum to be accredited by the AAM). 
#106 Network with museum professionals 
Question # 13: Did your museum experience any costs from accreditation other than those 
listed above? 
# 14 7 We felt the need to hire a consulting coordinator who managed the process 
successfully for us. 
# 1 As we speak, the staff and board are discussing whether AAM accreditation is 
worth the time and effort. 
#115 We instead received "dividends" 
#93 Need to add staff 
#87 Facility improvements 
#11 New phone and security system 
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#13 Production of materials to submit was expensive, especially considering at least 
our field reviewers had had little time with the materials. I wouldn't change the 
scope, just the availability to team. 
#59 Some minor expenses on facility readiness 
#96 Disappointment in AAM accreditation process. Mailed items were lost, 
information from AAM not well communicated, change in AAM key staff in the 
middle of the process. 
#68 Travel for 2 reviewers very expensive given our location. 
#137 Especially photography required 
#128 Money spent to enhance facilities/collections management 
#106 Getting ready to become accredited costs$; accreditation process itself is 
. . 
mexpens1ve. 
#202 Annual fee keeps going higher. 
Other Comments 
# 15 1st time is most beneficial! 
#194 As an unsolicited observation, the ongoing costs to maintain the museum's 
accreditation seem inappropriately high. 
#72 From here forward, responses relate to current review .... too early to tell 
# 115 Those here during and after [accreditation] received most beneficial; community 
dialogue helpful tool 
#24 Local Arts Council had made re-accreditation an "issue" in regard to funding ( & 
were misled about procedures). However, Trustees subsequently withdrew from 
Arts Council affiliation to pursue more productive fundraising strategy. 
#140 Undergoing site visit in April 03; Answers [to question 9] would be premature; 
monetary costs significant but not overwhelming. 
#32 As an aside I feel that AAM should develop a on site visit to accredited 
institutions during the middle years. 
#47 We were already in good shape in these areas so we weren't looking for 
improvement and haven't found it to be a benefit; Would be nice ifaccred had 
93 
more teeth! If it added points to IMLS and NEH grants; no state funding-
actually some states do use it! 
#87 Expectations were met; time was burdensome but well worth it! 
#189 We are a large museum in a big metropolitan area. My feeling is that accreditation 
is more valuable to smaller museums. 
#61 Process took a lot ofstafftime, however, benefits outweighed time spent. 
#40 Very clear articulation of vision and values; we committed to the process and 
were aware of time needed in advance-no real surprises 
#13 [Donor appeal] hard to quantify but we use this designation always to demonstrate 
credibility; much of the gain came from process of getting ready. Critiques in 
accreditation review largely reinforced our sense of strengths/weaknesses; 
[monetary costs] It takes a lot of time-which is expensive, but we expected it. 
59 Time costs burdensome but worthwhile. 
37 [Benefit of objects on loan/traveling exhibition] major value of accreditation for 
any art museum in my opinion 
7 I personally see little benefit-any opinion may change after we go through 
reaccreditation here. 
[Staff/board working relationship] always been good!; [audiences] pretty well-
defined in this remote community; [new members/volunteers] always been great; 
[attract staff] what turnover? 
We used reaccreditation as a 1st step toward expansion. 
We will go through the reaccreditation process again this year. 
fhe primary benefit, as I can determine, from this process is a formalization of 
vritten guidelines for most aspects of the museum's operations. This is good; it 
\ves a point of reference for both the staff and board of directors to work from. I 
~lieve the board of directors felt that accreditation would open doors for more 
'lnt money and higher visibility in the political and museum professional 
nmunity. I have not observed any advantage in those areas for being 
redited. 
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